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Dear Supervisors:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 14PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS

SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

SUBJECT

Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
approve the proposed Project, and authorize purchase of land for development of the
Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD:

1. Consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Dan Blocker Beach General
Improvements Project together with any comments received during the public
review period; find that the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the

independent judgment and analysis of the Board of Supervisors; adopt the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, finding that the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is adequately designed to ensure compliance
with the mitigation measures during project implementation; and find on the basis
of the whole record before the Board of Supervisors that there is no substantial

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service"

Please Conserve Paper - This Document and Copies are Two-Sided
Intra-County Correspondence Sent Electronically Only

dmccullough
Adopt Stamp

dmccullough
Typewritten Text
#34               October 30, 2012

dmccullough
Typewritten Text
SET: November 27, 2012 @ 9:30 a.m.

dmccullough
Typewritten Text

dmccullough
Typewritten Text



The Honorable Board of Supervisors
October 30,2012
Page 2

evidence the Project will have a significant effect on the environment and adopt
the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2. Approve the Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project and approve the
Notice of Intention to purchase real propert at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway,
Malibu, from Mansard Holdings, Inc., consisting of a total undeveloped land area
of 32,560 square-feet for a purchase price of $400,000.

3. Instruct the Executive Officer of the Board of Supervisors to publish the Notice of

Intention in accordance with Government Code Section 6063.

4. Find that the property described in the Notice of Intention is needed for a public
purpose.

IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED THAT, AT THE TIME OF CONSUMMATION, THE
BOARD:

5. Set November 27, 2012, as the date of the public hearing to receive comments
and consummate the acquisition.

6. Authorize the purchase consummated in accordance with Government Code
Section 25350.

7. Authorize the Director of Public Works, or her designee, to open and manage
escrow, execute any required documentation necessary to complete the transfer
of title to the County, and accept the deed conveying title to the County.

8. Authorize the Auditor-Controller to issue a warrant to cover the purchase price of

$400,000 for the real property and any other required transactional costs or
escrow fees, which are estimated not-to-exceed $7,000.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approval of the recommended actions will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND), approve the proposed Dan Blocker Beach General Improvements Project
(Project), and authorize purchase of land from Mansard Holdings, Inc. (Mansard), for
development of the proposed Project.
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Proposed Project

The proposed Project will consist of improvements to an undeveloped bluff area on one
of the four noncontiguous parcels of Dan Blocker Beach located at 26200 Pacific Coast
Highway in Malibu to provide improved public beach access. The improvements wil
include construction of a new 15-space parking lot, a 242 square-foot public restroom
building with an underground on-site wastewater treatment system, and a pedestrian
beach access ramp complying with the Americans with Disabilties Act from the bluff top
down to the beach consisting of a concrete ramp supported on piles. In addition, the
bluff top will include site amenities, such as a small picnic area, public view areas, a
bike rack, walkways, and landscaping improvements.

The construction documents for the proposed Project have been completed and
submitted to the jurisdictional agencies for approval. Since the proposed Project is
located in the coastal zone and within the City of Malibu (City), the County will be
required to obtain a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to the City's Local Coastal
Program. The recommendation to adopt the MND is required for the land acquisition
and for the City to process the Coastal Development Permit to allow the implementation
of the proposed Project.

Following completion of the jurisdictional approvals tentatively scheduled for
January 2013, we will return to the Board for approval of the proposed Project budget,
adoption of the plans and specifications, and authorization to advertise for construction
bids. Construction of the proposed Project will be completed using a qualified
construction contractor through the County's competitive low bid process.

Land Acquisition

The property located at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway, between Corral Canyon Road
and Latigo Canyon Road, in the City of Malibu, is privately owned by Mansard and is
proposed to be acquired for development of the proposed Project. The property

consists of a total land area of 32,560 square-feet of undeveloped land located within
the dedicated right-of-way of Pacific Coast Highway. The propert is encumbered with
a Caltrans easement limiting its use to public road and highway purposes. However,
Caltrans has no objections to the County's planned use of the property for development
of the proposed Project to provide improved public beach access to Dan Blocker Beach.

The Department of Public Works (Public Works), Property Management Division
received an appraised unit value, which was agreed to by all parties. The negotiated
purchase price of $400,000 is equal to 10 percent of the appraised value and reflects
easement considerations. Public Works Property Management Division has agreed that
10 percent of the appraised value is reasonable and County Counsel has concurred.
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Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs the provision of Operational Effectiveness
(Goal 1) and Integrated Services Delivery (Goal 3) by investing in public infrastructure
that will enhance recreational opportunities for County residents and visitors by
providing improved public beach access at Dan Blocker Beach.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The total purchase price for the undeveloped land is $400,000, and approximately

$7,000 for the related title and escrow costs to consummate the transaction.

The total proposed Project cost, including land acquisition, plans and specifications,
plan check, construction, consultant services, miscellaneous expenditures, and County
services, is currently estimated at $5,500,000. We plan to return to the Board in
February 2013 to request approval of a total proposed Project budget and authorization
to advertise for construction bids. The proposed Project Schedule and Budget
Summary are detailed in Attachment A.

Sufficient appropriation is available in the Fiscal Year 2012-13 Capital
Project/Refurbishment Budget for the Project (Capital Project No. 77367) to fund the
land acquisition. The Project will be funded $1,243,000 with prior year net County cost,
$700,000 with the Safe Neighborhood Parks Proposition of 1996, and $3,557,000 with
the Vehicle License Fee Gap Loan Special Fund.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Pursuant to Government Code Section 25350, the attached Notice of Intention
(Attachment C) will be published in accordance with Government Code Section 6063 for
the intended action to purchase real property, and a public hearing wil be held on
November 27, 2012, for the Board to receive comments prior to consummating the
acquisition.

Mansard has executed an Agreement to Convey and Claim for Payment Form with the
Public Works acknowledging the terms and conditions of the tentative agreement for
sale of the property. As part of the escrow process, Mansard will deposit into escrow an
executed deed conveying the land to the County. The original deed will be approved
and accepted by the Director of Public Works, or her designee, which will complete the
transfer of title to the County.

Public Works, in accordance with Title 7, Division 1, Chapter 3, Article 7,
Section 65402(b) of the Government Code; and notice under Title 22, Section 22.36.10
of the Los Angeles County Code as required for public agencies when acquiring real
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property interests for public purposes, has provided notification to the City's Planning
Division of the County's intent to acquire the real property. The City acknowledged that
the subject parcel would be considered within public open space designation, thus
within the City's General Plan.

County Counsel has approved all documents in this transaction as to form.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

An Initial Study was prepared for the proposed Project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Initial Study identified potentially significant
effects of the proposed Project on air quality, biological resources, and geology and
soils. Prior to the release of the proposed MND and Initial Study for public review,
revisions in the proposed Project were made or agreed to which would avoid these
effects or mitigate them to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, as
follows:

. Air Quality: Water and sweep the street for dust control, suspend excavation and
grading during high winds, and use, maintain, and operate construction

equipment to minimize exhaust emissions.

. Biological Resources: Should construction activities occur during breeding
season for certain migratory birds, a preconstruction survey shall be performed
by a qualified biologist to protect active bird nests within 300 feet of the
construction area and establish buffer areas to be avoided by construction

activities.

. Geology and Soils: Design and construct the proposed Project in accordance
with the proposed Project specific geotechnical reports and wave-run up and
coastal analysis report.

The Initial Study and proposed Project revisions showed that there is no substantial
evidence, in light of the whole record before the County, that the proposed Project as
revised may have a significant effect on the environment. Based on the Initial Study
and proposed Project revisions, an MND was prepared for this proposed Project. The
proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Section 5 of Attachment B) was
prepared to ensure compliance with the environmental mitigation measures included as
part of the final MND (Attachment B) relative to these areas during Project
implementation.

Since public circulation of the Draft Initial Study/MND, the proposed Project scope has
been refined based on the completed design. The proposed Project scope now
includes the construction of a picnic area and public restroom facility with an on-site
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wastewater treatment system, which were originally included as an option and
evaluated in the circulated Draft Initial Study/MND. In addition, the location and
alignment of the beach access ramp has been refined based on additional geotechnical
and coastal studies completed for the proposed Project. The refined proposed Project
scope and associated environmental impacts have been evaluated and included in the
final MND. Revisions to the MND were also made to address adopted changes to the
State CEQA Guidelines, which occurred following public circulation of the document.
The proposed Project revisions do not result in any new significant impacts or an
increase in the severity of the previously identified project impacts. Some of the
previously proposed mitigation measures that have already been fulfilled or
incorporated as part of the completed final design have been eliminated as they are no
longer necessary or applicable. Additionally, minor changes of certain existing
mitigation measures were made for clarity; however, the mitigation remains substantially
the same.

The proposed Project refinements made and included in the final MND since public
circulation would not result in any new avoidable significant effects, and previously
proposed and clarified mitigation measures and proposed Project revisions will ensure
that all significant environmental effects are reduced to below the level of significance.
Therefore, recirculation of the final MND is not required pursuant to Section 15073.5 of
the State CEQA Guidelines.

Public Notice was published in the Malibu Times on October 21 and 28, 2010, pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21092 and posted pursuant to Section 21092.3.
During the 30-day comment period, which started on October 18, 2010, and ended on
November 16, 2010, comment letters were received from two public agencies
(City of Malibu and the Department of Transportation-Caltrans), two additional agencies
(Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains and Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy), and three members of the public. After the comment period,
written responses were received from the County of Los Angeles Sheriffs Department
and the California State Lands Commission. All comments received, as well as
responses to the comments, are contained in the final MND (Section 6 of Attachment B)
and have been sent to the commenting public agencies pursuant to Section 21092.5 of
the Public Resources Code.

The location of these documents and other materials constituting the record of the
proceedings upon, which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Project Management Division i, 900 South
Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor, Alhambra, California 91803. The custodian of such
documents and materials is Ed Andrews, Project Manager, Public Works.
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The proposed Project is not exempt from payment of a fee to the California Department
of Fish and Game pursuant to Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game Code to defray the
costs of fish and wildlife protection and management incurred by the California
Department of Fish and Game. Upon the Board's adoption of the MND, Public Works
will file a Notice of Determination in accordance with Section 21152(a) of the California
Public Resources Code and pay the required filing and processing fees with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk of approximately $2,177.

CONTRACTING PROCESS

Design of the proposed Project is being completed by Public Works in-house staff and
as-needed consultants. Construction of the proposed Project will be completed by a
qualified construction contractor through the County's competitive low-bid process.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Approval of the recommended actions will have no impact on current County services or
projects.

CONCLUSION

Please return one adopted copy of this Board letter to the Chief Executive Office,
Capital Projects Division; the Department of Beaches and Harbors; and the Department
of Public Works, Project Management Division I and Survey/Mapping and Property
Management Division.

Respectfully submitted,

W:L~
Chief Executive Officer

WTF:RLR:DJT
DKM:AC:zu

Attachments

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors

County Counsel
Beaches and Harbors
Public Works

U:\BOARD LETERS 2012\BOARD LETTERS (WORD)\Capital Projets. Propty Dvlp, Asset Ping, Disability Rghts\FINAL CECA BL - Dan Blocker CEQA Board LeUer.docx
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 14PP

LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; AND

APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS

SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367

i. PROJECT SCHEDULE
Scheduled

Project Activity Completion Date

Construction Documents 10/31/12
Jurisdictional Approvals 01/31/13
Award Construction Contract 04/30/13
Construction Start 05/13/13
Substantial Completion 07/31/14
Final Acceptance 09/30/14



Current Project Budget

Land Acquisition $ 410,000
Construction

Low Bid Construction Contract $3,156,294
Job Order Contract °
Change Orders 315,629
Departmental Crafts °
Youth Employment 0
Construction Consultants 0
Misc. Expense: Utility Relocation Fees 0
Telecomm Equip - Affixed to Building 0
Civic Arts 0
Other: Utility Connection Fees 35,000

Subtotal $3,506,923
Proqramminq/Development $ °
Plans and Specifications $ 174,335
Consultant Services

Site Planning $ 0
Hazardous Materials °
Geotech/Soils Report and Soils Testing 61,345
Material Testing 50,000
Cost Estimating 3,350
Topographic Surveys 0
Construction Management 0
Construction Administration 0
Environmental 113,754
Move Management °
Equipment Planning °
Legal 0
Construction/Change Order 0
Other: Property Appraisal 50,100
Other: Wave Run-Up Study 40,380

Subtotal $ 318,929
Miscellaneous Expenditures $ 18,000
Jurisdictional Review/Plan Check/Permit $ 46,671
County Services

Code Compliance/Quality Control Inspection $ 113,378
Design Review 850
Design Services 50,231
Contract Administration 35,793
Project Management 563,339
Project Management Support Services 0
ISD Job Order Contract Management 0
DPW Job Order Contract Management °
ISD ITS Communications °
Project Security °
Project Technical Support °
Office of Affirmative Action 15,000
County Counsel °
Geotechnical Engineering Services (GMED) 5,881
Other DPW Support Divisions 240,670

Subtotal $1,025,142
TOTAL $5,500,000
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October 30,2012

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 14PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS

SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(See Attachment)



ATTACHMENT C
October 30, 2012

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS:
DAN BLOCKER BEACH - PARCEL 14PP
GENERAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

LOCATED IN THE CITY OF MALIBU
ADOPT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM; APPROVE PROJECT;
APPROVE AND ORDER PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF INTENTION TO
PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY; AND APPROVE RELATED ACTIONS

SPECS. 6622; CAPITAL PROJECT NO. 77367
(THIRD DISTRICT) (3 VOTES)

NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY

(See Attchment)



NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO PURCHASE REAL PROPERTY

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that it is the intention of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, State of California to purchase approximately 32,560 square
feet of undeveloped land (the "Real Property") located at 26200 Pacific Coast Highway
between Corral Canyon Road and Latigo Canyon Road in the City of Malibu, County of
Los Angeles, State of California for the sum of Four Hundred Thousand Dollars
($400,000) from the fee simple owner, Mansard Holdings, Inc. (the "Seller"). It is the
intent of the County to develop the Real Property with a new 15-space parking lot, a
242-square-foot restroom building, and a pedestrian beach access ramp from the bluff
top down to the beach to provide improved public beach access for Dan Blocker Beach.
Due to space limitations in this notice, a complete legal description of the property being
acquired by the County is available at the Department of Public Works,
Survey/Mapping and Property Management Division at 900 South Fremont Avenue,
10th Floor, Alhambra, California 91803.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the purchase of the Real Property will be
consummated by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Los Angeles, State of California, on the 27th day of November, 2012, at 9:30 a.m. in the
Hearing Room of the Board of Supervisors, Room 381, Kenneth Hahn Hall of
Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. No obligation
will arise against the County and in favor of the Seller with respect to the purchase of
the Real Property described herein until the Board of Supervisors approves the

purchase on the named consummation date.

SACHI A. HAMAl, Executive Officer
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles

By
Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOHN F. KRATIU
County Counsel

By
Deputy
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
Lead Agency 
 
An Initial Study for the Dan Blocker Beach Project was previously prepared for the County and adopted in 
March, 2003.  The March 2003 Initial Study is provided as Appendix G to this document.  Given the amount 
time that has passed since the existing IS/MND was approved and the fact that changes to the original project 
scope have been proposed, the Department chose to update the March, 2003, Initial Study and recirculate for 
public/agency review and comment.  
 
The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (Department) is serving as the Lead Agency for the 
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.  Section 21067 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
defines a Lead Agency as the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving 
a project which may have a significant affect on the environment.  As the Lead Agency, the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works has the authority to oversee and approve the environmental review 
process, as well as the design and construction of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project. 
 
Project Location/Description 
 
This Initial Study evaluates and identifies the potential environmental impacts which may result from the 
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project proposed for development on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top 
located at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific 
Coast Highway (PCH); north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean; west of Corral Canyon Road; 
and east of Latigo Point. The proposed project would include the construction of an onsite parking area 
accommodating 15 vehicles, beach access in the form of an Americans with Disability Act (ADA) ramp, 
open space, and park site amenities (bench seating, potable drinking fountains, trash receptacles, anodized 
bluff handrailing, a walkway and landscaped areas).  Project amenities may include picnic tables and 
restroom facilities. A portion of the site would remain open space.  Open space provides habitat for vegetation, 
which in turn provides habit for local wildlife. Open space also helps to reduce urban heat island effect, 
increases stormwater infiltration, and provides the human population with a connection to the outdoors.  Access 
to the parking area would be via PCH and may include a right-hand turn pocket or marked deceleration 
lane.  Both would be accommodated using existing pavement. No changes to the width of PCH would 
occur.  
 
1.2 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY 
 
As part of the environmental review process for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project, the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works has authorized the preparation of this Initial Study.  The Initial Study 
provides a basis for understanding whether there are environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
project and, where environmental impacts are likely to occur, if such impacts could be significant.  The 
purposes of this Initial Study, as stated in Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, are as follows: 
 
Based on the findings of this Initial Study, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has 
determined the environmental review needed for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, is a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND).  According to Section 21064.5 of CEQA and Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
MND is a statement that describes the reasons why the proposed project would not have a significant effect on 
the environment by itself or because revisions to the project have been made to avoid or reduce the potential 
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adverse impacts of the project to levels considered less than significant and that there is no substantial evidence 
before the Lead Agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.  The 
recommended mitigation measures presented in this Initial Study would be incorporated into the project. The 
MND indicates that the project, as proposed, would not require additional environmental analysis in the form of 
an EIR. 
 
1.3 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Based on the findings of the preliminary environmental analysis in Section 3.0 of this Initial Study, the 
proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project will not result in a significant adverse effect on the environment because 
the identified potentially significant impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project will be 
reduce to less-than-significant levels through implementation of the following mitigation measures which are 
identified in the attached Initial Study.  
 
 
Air Quality 
 
To mitigate air quality impacts associated with construction activities to less than significant, the following 
mitigation measures should be implemented when feasible.  They should be included in grading and 
construction plan specifications for implementation by contractors.   
 
Measure 3.3.B1: To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving activities during grading / 

construction activities: 
 Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an area as practical at any one time. 
 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas. 
 Prepare a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements and terminate 

soil disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph. 
 Stabilize previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed. 
 Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times per day. 
 Cover all stock piles with tarps. 
 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as feasible. 
 Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph. 

 
Measure 3.3.B2: To reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment and activities, the following 

measures shall be incorporated into all bid documents and implemented by the general 
contractor: 
 Require 90-day low-NOX tune-ups for off-road equipment. 
 Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment. 
 Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts if 

available. 
 Utilize diesel particulate filter on heavy equipment where feasible. 

 
Measure 3.3.B3: To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from construction activities, the use of low VOC 

coatings and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be incorporated into all bid 
documents and implemented by the general contractor. 
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Biological Resources 
 
In order to reduce biological impacts to special status species to less than significant levels, the following 
mitigation is recommended: 
 
Measure 3.4.A1: Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities associated with construction of the 

project should be performed outside of the breeding season for birds, or between September 
1 and January 31.   

 
If project construction activities cannot be implemented during this time period, the 
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction nest surveys to 
identify active nests within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet.  If the pre-
construction survey is conducted early in the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and 
nests are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the nests only after it has been 
determined that the nest is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor is an adult 
actively brooding on the nest.  Any active nests identified within the project area or within 
300 feet of the project area should be marked with a buffer, and the buffer area would need 
to be avoided by construction activities until a qualified biologist determines that the chicks 
have fledged.  The buffer area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-feet for raptor 
nests.  If the buffer area cannot be avoided during construction of the project, the project 
applicant should retain a qualified biologist to monitor the nests on a daily basis during 
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a result of noise generated by the 
construction.  The biological monitor should have the authority to halt construction if the 
construction activities cause negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest or chicks 
falling from the nest. 

 
Geology and Soils 
 
To reduce impacts associated with soil erosion from the proposed project to less than significant levels, and to 
ensure the stability and structural integrity of proposed improvements, the following mitigation measures shall 
be implemented: 
 
Measure 3.6.E1: Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face. 
 
Measure 3.6.E2: Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face 

of the bluff. 
 
Measure 3.6.E3: During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas 

to be developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to 
drain any flows away from the bluff face. 

 
Measure 3.6.E4: Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be 

planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion. 
 
Measure 3.6.E5: A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access 

ramp should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or beach erosion. 
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Measure 3.6.E6: The access ramp should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion 
process, which would sustain the integrity of the structure from any marine or subaerial 
erosion process. 

 
To reduce impacts associated with the structural geotechnical stability of the proposed project to less than 
significant levels, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented: 
 
Measure 3.6.F1: The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan 

Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed. 
 
Measure 3.6.F2: Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final 

design of the ramp and parking area. After these samples are taken the recommendations in 
the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta 
dated December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the findings. If modified findings 
result from the samples they should than be implemented.   

 
In order to reduce impacts associated with any potential wastewater treatment system to less than significant 
levels, the following mitigation is recommended: 
 
Measure 3.6.H1: In the event that a restroom with wastewater treatment system is chosen for the final design 

for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis of the soils supporting the use of 
the septic tanks, as well as the accompanying leach fields or seepage pits, shall be 
conducted prior to or concurrently with the acquisition of subgrade drill borings and soil 
samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2.  The suitability analysis shall include 
percolation tests at the exact location of the absorption field.  Recommendations from the 
suitability analysis shall be incorporated into the wastewater treatment design. 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Improvements from the proposed project would introduce asphalt surfaces from walkways and the parking 
area.  This would result in a slight decrease in the amount of water percolation and increase the amount of 
runoff, erosion potential and drainage on-site.  Implementation of the proposed project would require 
conformance with a number of regulatory requirements related to hydrology and water quality, including 
elements of NPDES and County storm water standards. Project compliance with existing storm water 
regulations enforced during plan review would ensure that impacts from construction and operation of the 
proposed project would not violate water quality standards. Mitigation to decrease erosion impacts would be 
implemented to reduce erosion impacts to a level of less than significant.  Mitigation measures 3.6.E1 through 
3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than significant.  
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SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
 
Regional Setting 
 
The proposed project site at Dan Blocker Beach is located in the City of Malibu, within Los Angeles County, 
and is bounded by Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) to the north, Escandido Beach to the west, Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area to the north-east, Puerco Beach to the east and the Santa Monica 
Bay/Pacific Ocean to the immediate south.  Dan Blocker Beach is approximately 11.1 acres and consists of four 
noncontiguous parcels (Figure 2, Vicinity Map).   PCH is a 4-lane highway and is located north of Dan Blocker 
Beach.  PCH traverses the City of Malibu from east to west along the Pacific Coast.   Figure 1, Regional Map, 
shows the project site in a regional context.    
 
Los Angeles County encompasses approximately 2,613,000 acres (4,083square miles) in southern California, 
north of Orange County, south of Kern County, east of Ventura County and west of San Bernadino County.   
Development of Los Angeles County started in the 1900’s, and over 70 percent of the urban development has 
occurred since the 1940’s.  Approximately 1,133 square miles has been devoted to urban use, more than 97 
percent of which is located south of the San Gabriel Mountains.   Dan Blocker Beach is located in the western 
portion of Los Angeles County. Dan Blocker Beach is designated as Open Space in the Los Angeles County 
General Plan and is zoned Public Open Space. 
 
Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu, which was incorporated in 1991. Prior to its 
incorporation, the land use within the City was governed by the Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP) and the 
County of Los Angeles General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  The extent of development in Malibu today is 
a reflection of the planning practices of the County of Los Angeles and the California Coastal Commission.   
In 1990, the City had 11,643 residents, but unlike other newly incorporated cities in Los Angeles County, 
Malibu’s growth rate has not been rapid.  The Malibu General Plan (1993) projected 12,063 residents for the 
year 2000 and a 12.6 percent growth rate over the decade. The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project 
site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) consisting of two sections, the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan (LIP) was adopted 
by the City of Malibu. 
  
In 1990, there was approximately 12,552 acres of land within the City of Malibu.  The City has many 
environmental constraints, such as steep hillsides, extreme fire hazards and sensitive environmental resources.   
As a result, the City has a low rate of development, vacant land accounting for 60 percent of current land 
use and making up approximately 7,296.5 acres.  This land is essentially natural, consisting of trees, brush, 
scrub and grassland. Residential land makes up 22 percent and housing stock consists of an estimated 6,010 
dwelling units in the area.   The remaining 15 percent of current land use is composed of open space. The 
City of Malibu contains several unique natural resources including the combination of mountains and 
ocean. 
 
Development along the Californian coast in the project vicinity began in the 1920’s, gradually spreading into 
the hills and canyons.  The community of Malibu was seen as a haven for those preferring a quieter, more 
tranquil, coastal community.  Malibu still combines elements of both rural and beach area communities, 
attracting many seasonal residents in addition to its permanent residents.  Residential development is 
interspersed with neighborhood service facilities such as restaurants and grocery stores with more intensive 
land uses clustered on PCH. One of the largest concentrations of residential neighborhoods is located at Point 
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Dume, approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the project area.  As retaining the rural character of Malibu is 
important, there is no traditional commercial center in the City.  Commercial development is scattered and 
mainly located along PCH, contributing to just two percent of all land use in the city.  
 
Project Background and Site Information   
 
The Dan Blocker Beach Project site is located at 26000 Pacific Coast Highway, in the City of Malibu on the 
northern rim of Santa Monica Bay, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of Seagull Way. Dan Blocker 
Beach includes the former Corral Beach which totals approximately 11.1 acres.  Dan Blocker Beach includes 
four noncontiguous parcels (Figure 2, Vicinity Map).  The coastline in the area has been heavily impacted by 
public use, shoreline erosion and residential development.  The location of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach 
Project is approximately 1.92 acres and located in the central eastern portion of the beach.  Figure 2, 
Vicinity Map, and Figure 3, Aerial Photograph, illustrate the project site and its surrounding areas.    
 
The Beach was originally donated to the State of California by Lorne Greene and Michael Landon in 
memory of Dan Blocker.  The County of Los Angeles was then given the property by the State of 
California.   The beach has remained largely undeveloped.  Dan Blocker Beach is designated as Open Space 
in the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Malibu General Plan.  Surrounding land use to the east is 
mobile home residential and commercial development; to the west is mobile home residential with some multi-
family residential; and directly adjacent to the north of the site is recreation vehicle park and rural residential 
land.   
 
Dan Blocker Beach is located where the Santa Monica Mountains meet the bay. The topography includes 
nearly vertical sea cliffs; the coastline in the area is quite irregular and rocky. Some of the coastal canyons 
intersecting this area from west to east include Latigo Canyon, Solstice Canyon and Corral Canyon.  Dan 
Blocker Beach contains both level areas and steep cliffs.  The beach’s width fluctuates between 20 feet 
to150 feet.  On the proposed site, there is an approximate 15-foot rocky embankment at the edge of the 
parcel.  At the top of this embankment, the bluff is approximately 50 to 65 feet in width. Various culverts 
intersect the site within the proposed project area and extend to the edge of the cliff.   The majority of the 
proposed site is relatively flat.   
 
The proposed site of the Dan Blocker Beach Project is immediately accessible from PCH. Pedestrian access 
to the beach has been provided by informal trails randomly located along the beach embankment. Latigo 
Shores Drive is located west of the proposed site and is a paved road that has been built to allow fire access 
to the surrounding residential development.  The proposed project site is fenced along its northern perimeter 
and is partially covered with vegetation and deteriorated pavement.  Power utility poles line the northern 
side of the site.   
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2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
Physical Characteristics 
 
The County of Los Angeles Department of Beaches and Harbors is proposing improvements to 1 of the 4 
non-contiguous parcels of Dan Blocker Beach.  The improvements consist of park site amenities, an ADA 
ramp for beach access, and a parking area.  The proposed project site currently consists of approximately 
1.92 acres of vacant land, fencing, and deteriorated paving.  The existing deteriorated pavement and fencing 
would be removed as part of the project.  Visitors currently park along PCH and access the beach by private 
stairways located adjacent to existing residential units.  The residential units are located adjacent to both 
ends of the beach.     
 
Park amenities common to all designs include a parking lot, bench seating, trash receptacles, bluff 
handrailing, landscaped areas, walkways, and ADA beach access. The bluff top walkways would join the 
parking area with the park site amenities and ADA ramp for beach access.  Both the bluff top walkways and 
beach access ramp will meet accessibility requirements for the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The ADA 
ramp would extend from the bluff top to beach level and would include concrete landings at each end.  The 
beach access ADA ramp entrance would be located just west of the center of the project site and extend east 
to give beach access. Bench seating, overlooking the ocean, would be provided along the bluff top 
walkways adjacent to the bluff along the eastern two-thirds of the project site’s length. A handrail would 
extend the entire length of the project site, parallel the bluff. The chain link fencing would generally 
surround the perimeter of the park area.  Ingress of the parking lot would be on the western end and egress 
would be located on the eastern end.  Additionally, a memorial monument and plaque would be located on 
the proposed project site.  These improvements would be located in an area of approximately 300 linear feet 
and would have a width of approximately 50 to 65 feet.  Approximately 1/3 of the 1.92 acre site would be 
developed with the proposed project.  The proposed project would start at the edge of a gully located at the 
eastern portion of the site.  
 
Approximately 2/3 of the 1.92 acre site would remain open space (Figure 4, Open Space).  Open space 
permits recreational uses including open viewing areas, promenades, beaches, picnic facilities, and 
associated surface parking and landscaping. Open space provides habitat for vegetation, which in turn 
provides habit for local wildlife. Open space also helps reduce urban heat island effect; increases storm 
water infiltration, and provides the human population on the site with a connection to the outdoors. The 
project site is zoned as open space and by preserving the open space area will continue to provide valuable 
scenic, recreational, and biological resources for County residents.   
 
In addition to those amenities listed above, improvements may also include either 1) picnic tables 
accompanied by restroom facilities (Figure 5a, Conceptual Site Plan with Restrooms), or 2) a telescope 
viewing area with more bench seating (Figure 5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms).  The area 
designated for these amenities is located along the western one-third of the project site adjacent to the 
bluffs.   
 
The first option would feature restroom facilities near the western edge of the site and approximately three 
picnic tables located between the restrooms and the beach access ramp.  The restrooms would be outfitted 
with sinks, urinals and toilets.  Wastewater would be treated by an on-site system. The possible wastewater 
treatment systems for the park would utilize either leach fields located west of and adjacent to the park 
facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed parking lot.  The leach fields or seepage pits would 
feature 100% redundancy, essentially creating two leach fields (one primary and one backup), or four six 
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foot diameter seepage pits (two primary and two backups) (Figure 5a, Conceptual Site Plan with 
Restrooms). 
 
The second option would feature a viewing area for beach and ocean viewing with approximately three 
telescopes and accompanied by more beach seating. As with the first option, this area would be located 
between the western edge of the park area and the beach access ramp entrance. If it is determined that the 
site will not percolate according to the recommended wastewater treatment system standard, this option 
eliminates restroom facilities and the accompanying onsite wastewater treatment systems (Figure 5b, 
Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms) 
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The proposed project would include development of a parking area accommodating 15 vehicles and park 
amenities located at the bluff top. The parking area would consist of 14 onsite diagonal parking stalls facing 
PCH, and one onsite ADA accessible parking stall facing the bluff. The proposed parking area surface 
would be asphalt. Parking meters would be placed for payment to use the parking facility.  Parking along 
the shoulder of PCH adjacent to Dan Blocker Beach and west of the project site would not be allowed.  
Parking would also not be allowed along the shoulder located adjacent to the parking in order to maintain 
sight distance at the parking lot exit. 
 
Access to the project site would be provided via a one-way driveway from PCH on the western end.  The 
park design would include the use of existing through lanes to decelerate into the entrance.  Caltrans has 
determined from a traffic analysis prepared by the Department of Public Works that a deceleration and/or 
acceleration lane would not be required for the project (Figure 6, Parking Lot Ingress and Egress).  The 
ingress and egress portion of the driveways would be gated with locking steel gates for security. Traffic 
directional signage would be provided to regulate vehicle movement from PCH and the proposed project 
site. An optional standard approved guardrail may be constructed between PCH along the proposed project 
site.  However this is not a requirement from Caltrans.  
 
Landscaping would be provided as part of the proposed project. Landscaping would include native species 
and non-invasive non-native plants, which would provide erosion control. Landscaping between the 
proposed parking lot and PCH would be limited to low growing plants only (3 feet maximum height) to 
maintain proper sight distance from the parking lot exit.  Temporary irrigation would be installed until the 
plants are established and then removed. Site drainage would be directed towards PCH rather than drain 
onto the beach.    
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2.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 
 
The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors seeks to accomplish the following 
objectives with the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project: 
 

 To meet the public demand for beach access and parking, through the provision of a public 
permanent parking facility and ADA compliant beach access.   

 
 To provide park site amenities at Dan Blocker Beach including picnic tables, viewing areas, 

and public restrooms that meet County standards.   
 
2.4 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS  
 
A discretionary decision is an action taken by a government agency (County of Los Angeles) that calls for the 
exercise of judgement in deciding whether to approve a project.  The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project 
would require the following specific discretionary approvals from different departments of the County, 
including the County Chief Executive Office, the Department of Public Works, as well as the County 
Department of Beaches and Harbors and County Board of Supervisors.   
 

 Approval of Environmental Review - The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and the Los Angeles County Department 
of Beaches and Harbors would need to complete the environmental review process for the 
project.   

 
 Approval of Project – The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, the County Chief 

Executive Office, the Department of Public Works and the Department of Beaches and 
Harbors would need to approve the proposed project.     

 
  Coastal Approval – As a responsible agency, the City of Malibu would need to issue a 

Conditional Use Permit for the project prior to construction. 
 
 Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Approval – As a responsible agency, the Department 

of Health Services would need to approve installation of an Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
System. 

 
 General Waste Discharge Requirements Approval – As a responsible agency, the Los 

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board would need to issue a General Waste 
Discharge Requirements permit (Order No. R4-2004-0146) for an Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment System. 

 
Other discretionary approvals that may be required include: 
 

 Section 404 Individual Permit - The United States Army Corp of Engineers may require 
permit approval to comply with the Federal Clean Water Act for possible disturbance within 
jurisdictional waters. 
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 Section 401 Water Quality Certification - The Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los 
Angeles Region, may require certification under the Clean Water Act for possible disturbance 
within jurisdictional waters 

 
Ministerial actions required for the proposed project would include the following: 

 
 Approval of Site Plan – The County Chief Executive Office, Department of Public Works 

and the Department of Beaches and Harbors would need to approve the site plan for the 
proposed project for compliance with County regulations. 

 
 Approval of Encroachment Permit – Caltrans would need to approve an Encroachment 

Permit for proposed ingress and egress into the project site from PCH.           
 
 Approval of Building Plan – The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works would 

need to approve the building plans for the proposed project.   
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SECTION 3: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
 
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 
 
1.  Project Title:  Dan Blocker Beach Improvements Project 

2.  Lead Agency Name and Address: County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, Project Management Division 
1 
900 South Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 

3.  Contact Person and Phone Number: County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, Project Management Division 
1 
900 South Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Gil Garcia, P.E. 
(626) 300-2310 

4.  Project Location: 26000 Pacific Coast Highway 
Los Angeles, CA 90265 

 
 

 

5.  Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: County of Los Angeles 
Department of Beaches and Harbors 
13839 Fiji Way 
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292 

 
 

 

6.  General Plan Designation: City of Malibu – Open Space 
 
 

 

7.  Zoning: City of Malibu – Public Open Space (OS) 
 
 

 

8.  Description of Project: See Project Description in Section 2 
 
 

 

9.  Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: See Project Description in Section 2 
 
 

 

10.  Other public agencies whose approval 
is required: 

City of Malibu 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles County Department of Health Services 
Caltrans (California Department of Transportation) 
US Army Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics   Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources  

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources   Cultural Resources   Geology /Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  

 Hydrology / Water 
Quality  

 Land Use / Planning   Mineral Resources   Noise  

 Population / Housing   Public Services   Recreation  

 Transportation/Traffic   Utilities / Service Systems     
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

____ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

    X    I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

          I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

____ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 

____ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

         
Signature  Date 
Gil Garcia, P.E.  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Printed name  For  
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
The Los Angeles County Departments of Beaches and Harbors is proposing the development of a parking area, 
a beach access ramp and park amenities on a 1.92 acre site located on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach.  This 
section evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and provides explanations of 
the responses to the Environmental Checklist.  The Environmental Checklist is based on Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a list of questions that corresponds 
directly to the legal standards for preparing Negative Declarations, Mitigated Negative Declarations 
(MNDs), and Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs).  The environmental issues evaluated in this Initial 
Study include the following: 
 

 Aesthetics 
 Agriculture Resources 
 Air Quality 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 
 Geology and Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 
 Mineral Resources 
 Noise 
 Population and Housing 
 Public Services 
 Recreation 
 Transportation/ Traffic 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 
The environmental analysis in this section is patterned after the questions in the Environmental Checklist.  
Under each issue area, a general discussion of existing conditions is provided. The Environmental Checklist 
questions are then stated and an answer is provided according to the environmental analysis of the project’s 
impacts.  To each question, there are four possible responses: 
 

 No Impact.  The proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project will not have any measurable 
environmental impact on the environment. 

 
 Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed project will have the potential for impacting the 

environment, although this impact will be below thresholds that may be considered significant. 
 

 Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The proposed project will have potentially 
significant adverse impacts which may exceed established thresholds, although mitigation 
measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics will reduce these 
impacts to levels that are less than significant.  Measures, which may reduce this impact, are 
identified. 

 
 Potentially Significant Impact.  The proposed project will have impacts which are considered 

significant and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce 
these impacts to insignificant levels.  When an impact is determined to be potentially 
significant in the preliminary analysis, the environmental issue will be subject to detailed 
analysis in an environmental impact report (EIR). 

 
The references and sources used for the analysis are also identified after each response. 
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3.1  AESTHETICS 
 
The project site is approximately 1.92 acres and is located on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan 
Blocker Beach is located in the County of Los Angeles and in the City of Malibu. The beach is 
approximately 11.1 acres and consists of four noncontiguous parcels, which are separated by privately 
owned residential developments (see Figure 3, Aerial Photograph). Dan Blocker Beach is bounded by the 
Santa Monica Mountains to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the south. Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), a 
four- lane scenic highway, is also located north of Dan Blocker Beach and separates the beach from the 
Santa Monica Mountains.  Dan Blocker Beach is a narrow strip of beach with rocks protruding through the 
sand (north of the Barsocchini property) curving around to the wider, less rocky beach south of Corral 
Canyon Road. The height of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach vary depending on the amount of sand on the 
beach; slopes range from near vertical in many areas to approximately 1:3 (horizontal: vertical).  
 
Views of the Santa Monica Bay Coastline and the Pacific Ocean, as well as extensive views of the coast to 
the west and the east, are visible from the bluff tops at Dan Blocker Beach. On clear days the Catalina 
Island and the headlands at Point Dume and Palos Verdes are visible from the Dan Blocker Beach bluff. 
The Santa Monica Mountains that parallel the coast provide a rugged and scenic backdrop to the beach and 
can be seen to the north of the beach. Lifeguard towers and portable restrooms are located at the eastern 
portion of Dan Blocker Beach and are visible from the surrounding areas. The single family residences that 
separate the Dan Blocker Beach parcels are visible to the east and west of the beach bluff tops and to the 
north of the sandy areas of the beach. From the sandy areas of the beach, views generally focus on the 
bluffs and residential developments to the north, the Pacific Ocean to the south and the Santa Monica 
Coastline to the east and west.  
 
The proposed project site is located in the central portion of the Dan Blocker Beach non-contiguous parcels. 
The portion where the project is proposed has a bluff that is approximately 15 to 20 feet in height.  The 
majority of the site is relatively flat and traversed by drainage culverts. The proposed project site is 
typically 50 to 65 feet in width. There are no structures on the site. A chain-link fence is located at the 
northern boundary of the site, and utility poles and overhead power lines also run along the northern 
boundary of the site. The site is covered with vegetation and portions of the site contain deteriorating 
pavement.  
 
Views from the site include a residential unit and coastline to the east, PCH and the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the north, open bluff top and residential units located to the west, and the Pacific Ocean to the 
south. Views of the proposed project site can be seen through the chain- link fence located at the northern 
boundary from motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians traveling along PCH. In the farther distance, the 
Pacific Ocean can be seen by motorists, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians traveling along PCH. Views looking 
west of the project site from the residences and down the coast include the vegetated bluff, coastline and 
clustered residential units. Views of the project site just east of the residential unit are blocked by a 
residential building. Views looking east of the project site from the clustered residential units and bluff top 
include vegetated and vacant bluff top, which partially include the proposed project site, coastline, a 
residential unit, and additional development located down the coast. Figure 7, Site Photographs, illustrates 
views of and from the proposed project site.  
 
(Sources:  Site Survey and Project Location Map) 
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View of PCH, looking east, directly adjacent to the north of the project site View of the project site looking east from PCH 

 
View looking northeast from the project site 
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View looking west from the project site View looking east from northern end of the project site 

 
View looking west from the project site 
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View looking southeast from the project site 

 
View looking south from the project site 
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AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

    

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 
 

    

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 

    

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is currently vacant and located along the Malibu 
coastline. PCH is identified as a scenic road of visual importance in both the City of Malibu and Los Angeles 
County General Plans. Corral Canyon Road, located to the northeast of the proposed project site, is also 
identified as a scenic road. The proposed project site is not identified as a scenic vista.  The closest scenic 
element to Dan Blocker Beach is Little Point Dume Cove Bluffs, located at Point Dume approximately 2.5 
miles to southwest of the proposed project site.  
 
The tallest amenity being proposed as part of the project is a potential one-story restroom facility, which would 
be approximately 10-feet in height.  As stated in Section 2 of this initial study, the restroom feature is an 
optional feature, and may not be part of the final design. Other project features include a parking area, 
landscaping, walkways with hand railings, driveways and a guard rail to divide access from PCH.  The 
development of the project site would not block views of the ocean from PCH and to the east and west of the 
project site. Views of the project site from the beach located south of the project site would change from a bluff 
top to a parking area, ADA ramp, and park site amenities. The Santa Monica Mountains would still be visible 
from the beach. Views of the ocean would still be available from PCH through the open space portion of the 
project, unused parking spaces, the park site amenity area, and directly to the west and east of the proposed 
development. The potential restroom facility would be one-story and would not block views. Additionally, the 
project proposes bench seating and possibly picnic tables, which would provide visitors to Dan Blocker Beach 
viewing areas of the ocean to the south and the Santa Monica Mountains to the north, as well as the coastline 
located east and west of the project site. Thus, the project would include minimal improvements that would 
enhance public opportunity with beach access and to view the ocean without having a substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, and Project Location Map) 
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B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

 
No Impact.  The proposed site is vacant; no scenic trees, rocks, or historic buildings have been identified on the 
site. PCH is located to the north of the proposed project site and is considered a scenic highway. The proposed 
project would be small in scale and is not expected to adversely affect PCH. No impacts are expected. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Visit and Project Location Map) 
 
C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 

its surroundings? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. No structures are located on the proposed project site. It currently is 
vegetated and partially covered with deteriorated pavement. A chain-link fence is located along the northern 
portion of the site. A residential unit is located adjacent to the east of the project site and a cluster of 
residential units are located down the coastline to the west of the project site. The proposed project would 
include development of a 15-space parking area, ADA access ramp to the beach, driveways, and various 
park site amenities.  
 
Additionally, the proposed development would potentially include a one-story restroom (approximately 10-feet 
in height). The restroom would include toilet and sink facilities, and would be enclosed in a small scale block 
structure. This would not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH. Views of the ocean would still be 
visible from either side of the restroom facility. Cars would be parked in the proposed parking area but would 
not significantly block views of the ocean from PCH. Breaks in the development of the restroom facility and 
other proposed park site amenities would provide views of the ocean.  Additionally, views of the ocean would 
be available over the parked cars.  
 
The proposed development would also include landscape which would limit the visual impact of parked 
cars as seen from PCH or from residences in the area. The project would have a less than significant impact 
on the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings.  
 
(Sources:  Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan, Site Survey, Site Location Map, and Project 
Location Map)  
 
D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely 

affect day or nighttime views in the area?  
 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not include light fixtures or nighttime lighting. 
The park site amenities would be constructed of non-reflective materials. The proposed parking area would be 
open from dawn to dusk. Therefore, no light would be created from vehicle headlights exiting or entering the 
parking area. Additionally, during the daytime, parked cars may create some glare from the sun reflecting off 
them. The potential glare from cars parked on-site is not expected to create a significant impact and is 
considered less than significant.  
 
(Sources: Project Location Map, Site Location Map, and Site Survey) 
 
3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 
The proposed project site is located on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan 
Blocker Beach is owned by the County of Los Angeles and is within the City of Malibu. The proposed 
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project site is identified in both the City of Malibu General Plan and the Los Angles County General Plan as 
open space. The proposed project site is not used for agriculture and is not identified for agricultural uses 
either in the Malibu General Plan or the County of Los Angeles General Plan. Traditional forms of farming 
and ranching are only practiced on a small area of land within the City of Malibu. Horticulture and horse 
ranches are more common within the City of Malibu. Horticulture amounts to approximately 0.2 percent, 
(24.8 acres) of all land use in the City and includes orchards, vineyards and nurseries.  
 

Issues: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES.  
In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared 
by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
Project; and the forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
 

    

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 
 

    

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 
 

    

e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment     
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which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
 
     

A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 
No Impact.  The project site is not located within a designated agricultural or horticultural area.  The closest 
agricultural lands are located approximately four miles southwest of the project at Point Dume.  The proposed 
site has been designated as Open Space and is not identified as farmland under the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, the City of Malibu’s General Plan and/or in the 
Los Angeles County Plan. Thus, no impact to important farmlands is anticipated with the development of 
the proposed project.   
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey) 
 
B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 

contract?  
 

No Impact.  The project site is vacant and is zoned Public Open Space. There are no agricultural lands 
nearby or on the site. The closest agricultural lands are located at Point Dume, approximately four miles 
southwest of the project and at Puerco Canyon, located approximately 0.5 mile to the east of the project site. No 
impact is anticipated on agricultural zones or uses as a result of the proposed project.   
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan Program and Site Survey) 
 
C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 

defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project is currently vacant open space and is not located on existing forest land or 
timberland. No forest land occurs within or adjacent to the project site. No impacts to forest land would occur. 
 
D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest 

use? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is currently vacant open space and is not located on existing forest land. No 
forest land occurs within or adjacent to the project site. No loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use would occur. 
 
E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 

location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
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No Impact. No Farmland or forest land is present in the project vicinity. Therefore, no project-related changes 
to the existing environment would result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses or forest land to 
non-forest uses.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County Plan and Site Survey)  
 
3.3 AIR QUALITY  
 
The project site is a bluff overlooking the coast, south of the Santa Monica Mountains and north of the Pacific 
Ocean.  The climate in the area is considered a dry summer subtropic or Mediterranean climate, characterized 
by hot, dry summers and cool, moist winters.  Skies are generally clear from midsummer through fall.  Heavy 
cloud cover and fog occur during spring and early summer.  The climate at Dan Blocker Beach is mild and 
pleasant year-round, with maximum temperatures ranging from 55 and 65 degrees Fahrenheit in winter and 
between 65 and 75 degrees Fahrenheit in summer.  Sea breezes come from the south and southwest.  Seacoast 
fog and warm marine air from the open sea keep the climate comfortable through the summer days when 
temperatures are high.  Sea breezes from the Pacific Ocean generally blow smog inland by mid-morning each 
day. 
 
Air Quality Standards 
 
Air quality is measured by comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to National and State 
standards.  These standards are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) at levels determined to be protective of public health and welfare with an adequate 
margin of safety.  The federal Clean Air Act of 1970 first authorized National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS).  California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) were authorized by the State legislature in 
1967.  California standards are generally more stringent than the National standards. 
 
Air quality is considered in "attainment" of NAAQS if pollutant levels are below or equal to the standards and 
continuously exceed them on average of no more than once each year.  Whereas, one violation of National 
standards averaged over three years is still considered as meeting NAAQS, the definition of CAAQS attainment 
is zero violations. 
 
Both the federal government through the Clean Air Act and the State of California through the California Clean 
Air Act require the development of comprehensive plans for the attainment of air quality standards.  The South 
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) has been designated, both federally and by the state, as a non-attainment area for 
ozone (O3), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).  Development projects must demonstrate that construction 
and operational impacts on air quality will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality control plan, which is the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) developed by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for the SCAB. 
 
Table 1, South Coast Air Quality Management District Attainment Status, lists the attainment status for all of 
the State and national criteria pollutants within the South Coast Air Basin. 
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Table 1 
South Coast Air Quality Management District Attainment Status 
Pollutant State Federal 
1-Hour Ozone Non-attainment n/a 
8-Hour Ozone Non-attainment Non-attainment 
Particulate Matter PM10 Non-attainment Non-attainment 
Particulate Matter PM2.5 Non-attainment Non-attainment 
Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment Attainment 
Lead Attainment Attainment 
Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified No 

Federal 
Standards 

Sulfates Attainment 
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified 
Source: California EPA, Air Resources Board website 

 
 
Local Air Quality 
 
Existing levels of ambient air quality and historical trends and projections in the Malibu area are best 
documented from measurements made by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  
SCAQMD operates an air quality monitoring station located in West Los Angeles at the Veterans Affairs (VA) 
Hospital which monitors regional air pollutants such as ozone as well as species such as carbon monoxide (CO) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOx) which tend to be more related to local source-receptor relationships.  Measurements 
of 10-micron diameter or less particulate matter (PM10) are not made at the West Los Angeles site and are not 
available from any SCAQMD site that would be representative of Malibu.  The geographically closest air 
monitoring station for PM10 or PM2.5 data is in downtown Los Angeles.  
 
Because of lower development density in Malibu than in West Los Angeles, project site air quality is likely 
better than at the nearest SCAQMD station.  Data from West Los Angeles is therefore a worst-case 
representation of the project site air quality baseline.  Table 2, Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary, 
summarizes the last six years of published data for the West Los Angeles air monitoring station.  Table 2 also 
contains PM10 and PM2.5 data from the downtown Los Angeles air monitoring station for informational 
purposes. 
 
Ozone, the primary ingredient in photochemical smog, is obviously an important pollution problem in the Los 
Angeles basin.  However, near western Los Angeles, there has been only one violation in the past six years of 
the national hourly ozone standard (this standard was rescinded in 2006 and replaced with the federal 8-hour 
standard).  Slightly over five days per year in the last six years exceeded the California one-hour standard.  The 
federal 8-hour standard has been exceeded approximately once per year in the last six years.  The state 8-hour 
ozone standard has, on average, been exceeded five times per year.  The hourly ozone maximum was highest in 
2003, but there has been some improvement since.  The Western Los Angeles ozone air quality problem is 
much less severe than in inland valleys of the basin.  
 
The downtown Los Angeles area experiences occasional violations of standards for 10-micron diameter 
respirable particulate matter (PM10).  High dust levels occur during Santa Ana wind conditions, as well as from 
the trapped accumulation of soot, roadway dust and byproducts of atmospheric chemical reactions during warm 
season days with poor visibility.  In downtown Los Angeles, approximately 8 percent of all days in the last six 
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years experienced a violation of the state PM10 standard.  The three-times less stringent federal PM10 standard 
has not been exceeded in the past six years.  Maximum 24-hour PM10 concentrations appear to be declining 
following a spike in 2003. 
 
In downtown Los Angeles, the former federal 24-hour ambient air quality standard for ultra-fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) has been exceeded an average of two times per year since 2002.  When the federal 24-hour 
standard was lowered from 65 to 35 g/m3 in 2006, the number of violations of the PM2.5 standard increased to 
almost 14 per year. 
 
More localized pollutants such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, etc. are low near the project site because 
background levels never exceed allowable levels. There is substantial excess dispersive capacity to 
accommodate localized vehicular air pollutants such as NOx or CO without any threat of violating applicable 
ambient air quality standard. 
 

 
Table 2 

Project Area Air Quality Monitoring Summary 
(Number of Days Standards Were Exceeded and Maximum Levels During Such Violations) 

Pollutant/Standard 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Ozone  
1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (S) 11 5 7 3 2 3 
1-Hour > 0.12 ppm (F)1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
8-Hour > 0.07 ppm (S) 12 4 4 0 2 8 
8- Hour > 0.08 ppm (F) 1 1 1 0 1 2 
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.134 0.107 0.114 0.100 0.117 0.110 
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.105 0.090 0.090 0.074 0.088 0.097 
Carbon Monoxide  
1-hour > 20. ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8- Hour > 9. ppm (S,F) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 5.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Max 8-hour Conc. (ppm) 2.7 2.3 2.1 2.6 1.9 2.0 
Nitrogen Dioxide  
1-hour > 0.25 ppm (S) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Max 1-hour Conc. (ppm) 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.09 
Inhalable Particulates (PM10)

2 
24-Hour > 50 g/m3 (S) 6/61 5/61 4/61 3/59 5/57 3/42 
24-Hour > 150 g/m3 (F) 0/61 0/61 0/61 0/59 0/57 0/42 
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 81 72 70 59 78 66 
Ultra-Fine Particulates (PM-2.5)2 
24-Hour > 65 g/m3  (F) 5/330 2/318 2/334 0/330 0/324 1/337 
24-Hour > 35 g/m3  (F) --- --- --- 11/330 20/324 10/337 
Max. 24-Hr. Conc. (g/m3) 83.7 75.0 73.7 56.2 64.2 78.3 
Source: SCAQMD West Los Angeles Station (VA Hospital) 
(S) = State ambient standard; (F) = Federal ambient standard 
1 Standard revoked in 2006 
2 Source: SCAQMD Downtown Los Angeles Station 
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AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
 

    

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 
 

    

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 
 

    

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 
 

    

e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact.  The project site is designated as Open Space, and has been considered as 
existing and future open space in the development of the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The 
amenities proposed at the site would not be large enough to alter air movement, moisture, or temperature or 
change the climate of the area.  The proposed project would provide beach improvements and is not 
inconsistent with the AQMP of the SCAQMD.  The emissions associated with the proposed project would 
not exceed SCAQMD thresholds (with mitigation for fugitive dust emissions) and thus, the project would 
have no significant adverse impacts on regional air quality.  The beach improvements would not conflict or 
obstruct implementation of the AQMP. 
 
(Sources: SCAQMD AQMP, Malibu General Plan, and Site Location Map) 
 
B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 

or projected air quality violation? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The AQMP for the South Coast Air Basin was designed to 
meet state and federal regulations to address air pollution within the Basin.  The SCAQMD has published 
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significance thresholds for determining whether projects have significant adverse air quality impacts.  These 
significance thresholds are used to evaluate whether a project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the AQMP.  Projects that exceed these thresholds are considered to have a significant impact on air quality.  
Table 3, SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, summarizes the significance thresholds. 
 

Table 3 
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Mass Daily Thresholds
Pollutant Construction Operation
NOX 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day
PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
SOX 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 
Lead 3 lbs/day 3 lbs/day
Source: SCAQMD Website; http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.pdf 

 
Short-term / Construction Impacts 
 
The construction of the proposed beach improvements is not expected to result in significant adverse short-term 
impacts to air quality. The proposed improvements to the project site would involve limited construction or 
ground disturbance activities during an estimated 9 weeks of construction.  Heavy equipment may be expected 
to operate during excavation, installation, and finishing operations.  Operation and application of these 
machines could temporarily increase air pollutant levels in the vicinity of the site through emissions from 
exhaust systems.  In addition, emissions from delivery trucks, construction crew vehicles, and other off-site 
vehicle trips would add to short term and localized increases in pollutant levels.  Construction activities also 
generate evaporative emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) from solvents and other coatings.  
 
To estimate construction emissions, the Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 model was used (see Appendix A).  
Equipment exhaust emissions were calculated presuming that initial clearing will gradually shift toward grading 
and paving and finally for site improvement construction and landscaping, etc.  The Urbemis 2007 computer 
model was used to calculate emissions from the following prototype construction equipment fleet: 
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Clearing and Grubbing 
1 Dozer 
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
1 Water Truck

Grading 
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe
1 Water Truck 
1 Trencher 

Paving 

4 Cement Mixers
1 Paver
1 Paving Equipment
1 Compactor 
1 Pressure Washer
1 Pump
1 Roller
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 

Landscaping, Construction, Site 
Improvements 

1 Air Compressor
1 Forklift
1 Generator Set
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 
1 Welder 

Source : Giroux and Associates, Inc. 

 
Estimates of construction emissions are provided in Table 4, Construction Activity Emissions.  
 

Table 4 
Construction Activity Emissions (pounds/day) 

Activity ROG NOx CO SO2 PM-10  PM-2.5 CO2 

Clear and Grub 

   No Mitigation 1.2 9.9 4.9 0.0 0.5 0.5 1,034.5 

 With Mitigation 1.2 8.4 4.9 0.0 0.1 0.1 1,034.5 

Grading 

   No Mitigation 1.8 12.5 6.7 0.0 10.5 2.8 1,274.9 

 With Mitigation 1.8 10.6 6.7 0.0 5.1 1.2 1,274.9 

Paving 

   No Mitigation 3.0 17.2 12.7 0.0 1.5 1.4 1,849.5 

 With Mitigation 3.0 14.8 12.7 0.0 0.3 0.3 1,849.5 

Finish Work, Landscaping and Site Improvements 

   No Mitigation 2.9 14.7 14.2 0.0 1.2 1.1 2,193.9 

 With Mitigation 2.9 13.2 14.2 0.0 0.4 0.4 2,193.9 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 - 

Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (AppendixA)
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As shown above, peak daily construction activity emissions will be below SCAQMD CEQA thresholds.  
Nevertheless, because of the basin’s non-attainment status for PM10/PM2.5, SCAQMD recommends use of 
standard fugitive dust control mitigation measures for any project in the region.  Because of the role of NOx in 
basin smog formation, use of reasonably available NOx control measures is also recommended.   
 
Recommended Mitigation 
 
Construction activity air pollution emissions are not anticipated to individually exceed SCAQMD CEQA 
thresholds.  Regardless, the non-attainment status of the air basin requires that Best Available Control Measures 
(BACMs) be used where feasible. These measures shall be included in grading and construction plan 
specifications for implementation by contractors:    
 
Measure 3.3.B1: To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving activities during grading / construction 

activities: 
 

 Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an area as practical at any one time. 
 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas. 
 Prepare a high wind dust control plan and implement plan elements and terminate soil 

disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph. 
 Stabilize previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction is delayed. 
 Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times per day. 
 Cover all stock piles with tarps. 
 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as feasible. 
 Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph. 

 
Measure 3.3.B2: To reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment and activities, the following 

measures shall be incorporated into all bid documents and implemented by the general 
contractor: 

 
 Require 90-day low-NOX tune-ups for off-road equipment. 
 Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks and heavy equipment. 
 Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped with diesel oxidation catalysts if 

available. 
 Utilize diesel particulate filter on heavy equipment where feasible. 

 
Measure 3.3.B3: To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from construction activities, the use of low VOC 

coatings and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be incorporated into all bid documents 
and implemented by the general contractor. 

 
Long-term / Operation Impacts 
 
Vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed beach project would create emissions along PCH.  These 
emissions are estimated using Urbemis 2007 computer model for an assumed 240 daily trips to and from the 
project site.  Table 5, Estimated Operational Emissions, provides the results of the modeling.   
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Table 5 
Estimated Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 

 ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 
Totals (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.9 2.3 21.7 0.0 3.7 0.7 2,214.2 
  
SCAQMD Construction 
Thresholds 

55 55 550 150 150 55  

Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (Appendix A)

 
As shown, operational vehicle emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds; thus, the project would have 
no significant adverse impacts on air quality.  Also, the development of the Dan Blocker Beach improvements 
would provide more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban areas of Los Angeles, allowing beachgoers 
and surfers from the Los Angeles area to travel shorter distances before reaching a convenient beach location.  
Thus, beneficial air quality impacts may actually occur due to shorter vehicle trips. 
 
No long term stationary emissions are expected from the project, since limited electrical power service to the 
site would be provided as part of the project.  Also, on-site beach-going activities are not expected to involve or 
generate on-site emissions.  No barbecue grills are proposed which may generate particulate emissions.   
 
C.  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 

for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  As stated above, construction pollutant emissions would not 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds. However, the South Coast Air Basin has a non-attainment status for particulate 
matter and ozone.  Thus, construction activity dust emissions and ozone precursor emissions are considered to 
have a cumulatively significant impact.  Use of best available control measures (BACMs) to reduce dust 
emissions is required even if SCAQMD individual CEQA thresholds are not exceeded by use of reasonably 
available control measures.  Similarly, ozone precursor emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG)/VOC and 
NOX should be minimized as much as reasonably possible.  Implementation of mitigation measures 3.3.B1 
through 3.3B.3 will reduce cumulative impacts from construction emissions to less than significant levels. 
 
Assuming that future users of Dan Blocker Beach are current beachgoers and users of other area beaches, 
the diversion trips due to the proposed project may reduce overall emissions for the Los Angeles County 
area in general. Also, as stated, the development of the Dan Blocker Beach improvements would provide 
more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban areas of Los Angeles, allowing beachgoers and surfers 
from the Los Angeles area to travel shorter distances before reaching a convenient beach location.  Thus, 
the project would not lead to any cumulative increase in air pollutants or ozone levels in the project area 
from operational vehicle emissions.   
 
(Sources: SCAQMD and AQMP) 
 
D.   Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The construction emissions have the potential to affect sensitive receptors 
located near the site.  Impacts on adjacent residences would be limited to fugitive dust during grading and 
excavation and emissions from on-site construction equipment. Predominant wind patterns come from the 
south and southwest, and emissions from the site would not be windblown to the residences located east and 
west of the site. There are no homes located directly north of the site.  The nearest homes to the north and 
northeast (predominant wind direction) are located approximately 600 feet-to the northeast and 1,000 feet to 
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the north.  Due to the limited construction activities, the direction of predominant winds, and the distance of 
sensitive receptors that may be potentially affected, less than significant adverse impacts from construction-
related emissions are expected. The proposed project would generate a limited number of daily vehicle 
trips. Emissions associated with project vehicle trips to and from the site would be dispersed throughout the 
regional roadway network and would not be concentrated in any one area.  Also, since these trips are likely 
to be diversions of existing trips to beaches located farther from the urban areas of Los Angeles, no 
additional pollutant concentrations that may affect sensitive receptors are expected from the project. 
 
(Sources: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Malibu General Plan, USGS Malibu Beach and Point Dume 
Quadrangles, and Site Survey) 

 
E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project would not handle large quantities of solid waste materials, chemicals, 
food products, or other odorous materials and has no potential to create objectionable odors.  On-site 
picnicking and beach-going activities are not expected to involve or generate odorous emissions.  No 
barbecue grills, which may generate smoke and odors, are proposed.  Any restroom facilities would be 
cleaned and maintained regularly in accordance with the County Department of Beaches and Harbors’ 
maintenance schedule and are not expected to generate objectionable odors.  Thus, no impact with respect 
to odors is expected from the project.   
 
(Sources:  SCAQMD CEQA Handbook and Site Location Map) 
 
3.4  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
A biological resource assessment and impact analysis was prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological Services, 
Inc (January 18, 2001) to analyze the biological impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.  An 
additional biological resources technical memorandum was prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants, 
Inc. (April 7, 2009) to verify that on-site conditions and potential impacts had not changed from what was 
written in the 2001 study.  The 2001 study and the updated technical memorandum are provided in Appendix B. 
The findings are summarized in this section.  
 
The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project site is located within the coastal zone. In accordance with 
the California Coastal Act, a Local Coastal Program (LCP) has been prepared and adopted by the City of 
Malibu.  According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, the project site is designated as Public Open 
Space.   
 
Under the Los Angeles County General Plan, (Open Space Policy) and the Malibu General Plan, the site is part 
of a broad special management area known as the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
(SMMNRA). The SMMNRA was established in 1978 by Congress and consists of local, county, state and 
federally owned park lands. The entire City of Malibu is located within the SMNNRA, which extends to the 
high tide line along the coast.   
 
Under Special Management Areas, the County identifies the project area as a Significant Ecological Area 
(SEA) containing ecologically fragile or important land and water areas that are valuable as plant or wildlife 
habitat.  In the Malibu General Plan, areas classified as SEAs by the County have been reclassified according to 
biological resources as environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) or as significant watersheds.   
 
According to the City of Malibu LCP ESHA and Marine Resources Map 3, the project site is not identified as 
an ESHA nor does it meet the ESHA criteria, which would allow it to be accorded the protection provided to a 
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ESHA designated area in the LCP.  Pursuant to the biological resource assessment prepared for the project 
(Appendix B), the site does not contain sensitive biological resources.  The proposed project site contains 
several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation.  Substantial 
areas on-site are covered with pavement and devoid of vegetation. In others, pavement rubble is only 
partially obscured by weedy species.  
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protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
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hydrological interruption, or other means? 
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f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
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conservation plan? 
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A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S.  Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The project site is characterized as degraded Venturan 
coastal sage scrub with nonnative plant species dominating certain portions of the hillside and disturbance 
associated with the pavement along the bluff-top.  Dominant native plant species include California sagebrush 
(Artemisa californica), California Encelia (Encelia californica), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and ashyleaf 
buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum).  Prominent nonnative species include African fountain grass (Pennisetum 
setaceum) and hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis).  African fountain grass is the dominant species in the project 
area and on adjacent bluffs.  Much of the paved area now has substantial vegetation growth between cracks and 
in eroded portions of the pavement, contrasting with the previous 2001 study which reported little to no 
vegetation in these areas.  The paved area nearest the bluff edge displays a similar species composition to most 
of the site, while sparse marginal weeds occur in the paved portion of the site closer to PCH.  No special status 
plants were observed to occur within the project area.  Complete lists of the plants found at the site are included 
as Appendix 1 in the 2001 report and Appendix A in the 2009 report, which are included in Appendix B of this 
Initial Study. 
 
Sixteen species of fauna were observed on the project site during the 2001 biological survey. They included 
one reptile and fifteen birds. The Western Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), one of the most common 
western lizards, was observed. Common and widespread resident bird species observed atop the bluff 
include the House Finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis), American Crow 
(Corvus brachyrynchos), Rock Dove (Columba livia), Black Phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), and Anna’s 
Hummingbird (Calypte anna).  Also observed was an abundant migrant and frequent winter visitor, the 
White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys).  Observed on the beach and flying just offshore were the 
Heerman’s Gull (Larus heermani), Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis), and California Gull (Larus 
californicus).  Shorebirds observed on the beach were the Black-bellied Plover (Pluvialis squatarola), 
Marbled Godwit (Limosa fedoa) and Sanderling (Calidris alba).  Observed on the water just offshore was 
the California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), a common to very common non-
breeding visitor.  Nesting colonies of this species are listed as Endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  However, nesting occurs only 
on off-shore islands, generally uninhabited, without mammalian predators.  A Double-Crested Cormorant 
(Phalacrocorax auritus) was also observed. 
 
Species observed on the project site from the 2009 survey also included the Western Fence Lizard, 
Sanderling, Double-crested Cormorant, Brown Pelican, California Towhee, House Finch, Marbled Godwit, 
and American Crow.  Additional species observed during the 2009 survey included the California Sea Lion 
(Zalophus californianus).  No special status animals were observed to occur within the project areas during 
the surveys. 
 
Appendix 3 of the 2001 report lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu Beach 
and Point Dume, California quadrangles in the California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB).  A similar list is presented in Appendix B from the 2009 report.  According to the 
CNDDB, only the Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow, was observed on the site and 
characteristics are summarized below.   Due to the high degree of disturbance of the site, none of the other 
organisms are expected to occur on the project site. 
 
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 
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  LISTING: USFWS - Species of Concern 
   CDFG - Species of Special Concern 
 DISTRIBUTION:  Coastal southern California from Santa Barbara County south into Baja California, Mexico. 
  HABITAT: Sparse, low scrub, often mixed with grasses on rocky slopes. California Sagebrush (Artemisia 

californica) is often present in scrub inhabited by this sparrow. 
  STATUS: Uncommon to fairly common but localized resident. Listing is based on concern that this 

species is among the most sensitive to habitat fragmentation and edge effects. 
 
One individual of this species was observed in the disturbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site.  The 
degraded coastal sage scrub within the project area may provide suitable nesting habitat for southern California 
Rufous-crowned Sparrow and other avian species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1981 and the 
California Fish and Game Code that protect nesting bird species.  Construction activities associated with the 
proposed project that result in ground disturbance and/or the removal of vegetation could have both direct and 
indirect impacts to these sensitive resources. 
 
Provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic littoral 
strand habitat.  However, the increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have minimal 
impact due to the dynamic nature of the habitat, and would not be significant.  As noted, species on site 
were identified to be primarily non-native and portions of the site have been previously paved over with 
asphalt concrete.  Due to the previously disturbed nature of the site, impacts to the project site are not 
considered significant.  
 
The 2001 biological report recommended immediate revegetation of the site upon completion of 
development for erosion control and to prevent the recurrence of undesirable weedy species.  As part of the 
project, landscaping would be provided and include native species and non-invasive non-native plants to 
provide aesthetic value and erosion control.   
 
Recommended Mitigation 
 
In order to reduce biological impacts to special status species to less than significant levels, the following 
mitigation is recommended: 
 
Measure 3.4.A1: Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities associated with construction of the 

project should be performed outside of the breeding season for birds, or between September 
1 and January 31.   

 
If project construction activities cannot be implemented during this time period, the 
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-construction nest surveys to 
identify active nests within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet.  If the pre-
construction survey is conducted early in the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and 
nests are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the nests only after it has been 
determined that the nest is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor is an adult 
actively brooding on the nest.  Any active nests identified within the project area or within 
300 feet of the project area should be marked with a buffer, and the buffer area would need 
to be avoided by construction activities until a qualified biologist determines that the chicks 
have fledged.  The buffer area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-feet for raptor 
nests.  If the buffer area cannot be avoided during construction of the project, the project 
applicant should retain a qualified biologist to monitor the nests on a daily basis during 
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a result of noise generated by the 
construction.  The biological monitor should have the authority to halt construction if the 
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construction activities cause negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest or chicks 
falling from the nest. 

 
B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the project site is characterized by an infestation of 
several non-native weed plants mixed with remnant Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub vegetation which consists 
of Beach Buckwheat (Eriogonum parviflorum), California Sagebrush (Artemisia californica), Goldenbush 
(Isocoma menziesii), California Sunflower  (Encelia californica), Laurel-leaf  Sumac (Malosma laurina), 
and Coyote Brush  (Baccharis pilularis).  The more conspicuous non-native weeds of the site include 
Hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus edulis), Sweet Fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Short-pod Mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana), Castor-bean (Ricinus communis), and African Fountain Grass (Pennisetum setaceum), the latter 
being a dominant species on the slopes through the majority of the site and adjacent ocean-side slopes.  
Substantial areas are covered with pavement.  Much of the paved area has substantial vegetation growth 
between the cracks and in eroded portions of the pavement.  In other areas of the project site, pavement 
rubble is only partially obscured by the weedy species. The plant taxa observed on-site are typical of 
disturbed and remnant Scrub habitats of the region. None of the observed taxa are sensitive in any state, 
federal or conservation listings. No riparian habitat is located on the project site.  
 
Although the flora on site would be removed with the proposed development, no listed sensitive species occur 
onsite. Thus, a less than significant impact is expected.  
 
C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined 

by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. Neither the 2001 biological resource assessment or the updated technical 
memorandum report identified the project site as containing wetland habitat as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  Although the project site is located between two wetland habitat areas, namely the Pacific 
Ocean and the Santa Monica Bay, the site does not contain wetland habitat.  The proposed development would 
increase runoff and erosion on the project site.  Impacts associated with the increase in erosion and runoff, are 
addressed below in Section 3.6 Geology and Soils, and Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Implementation of standard conditions and mitigation measures recommended in those sections would decrease 
impacts to less than significant. 
 
D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The Malibu coastline contains a variety of native resident migratory fish 
and wildlife. Appendix 3 of the Biological Resources Assessment and Impact Analysis (found in Appendix 
B of this document) lists those sensitive plant and animal taxa reported from the Malibu Beach and Point 
Dume, California quadrangles in the CNDDB.  Only one of these, the Southern California Rufous-crowned 
Sparrow, was observed on the project site in the disturbed scrub near the eastern boundary of the site.  
Mitigation measure 3.4.A1 would reduce potential impacts to this species to a level of less than significant.  
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The proposed project would be small scale and not include any large structures which would block migratory 
bird routes. Additionally, the project site is not designated as a wildlife corridor. The proposed project is not 
expected to significantly interfere with the movement of wildlife.  
 
E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
No Impact.  The Malibu LCP Land Use Plan requires the protection of native trees, including oak, walnut, 
alder, toyon, and sycamore trees; however, none of these resources occur at the project site and there would 
be no impact.  
 
As noted, the project site is not identified as an ESHA nor does it meet the ESHA criteria, which would allow it 
to be accorded the protection provided to an ESHA designated area in the Malibu LCP.  ESHA criteria 
includes: a. any habitat area that is rare or especially valuable from a local, regional, or statewide basis; b. 
areas that contribute to the viability of plant or animal species designated as rare, threatened, or endangered 
under State or Federal law; c. areas that contribute to the viability of species designated as Fully Protected 
or Species of Special Concern under State law or regulations; and d. areas that contribute to the viability of 
plant species for which there is compelling evidence of rarity, for example, those designated 1b (Rare or 
endangered in California and elsewhere) or 2 (rare, threatened or endangered in California but more 
common elsewhere) by the California Native Plant Society. (Resolution No. 07-04 (LCPA No. 05-001)) 
 
Pursuant to the biological resource assessment prepared for the project, the project site is not regarded as a site 
that contains sensitive biological resources.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with any local policy or 
ordinance protecting biological resources; the impact would be less than significant.  
 
(Sources:  City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan) 
 
F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

 
No Impact.  There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other habitat 
conservation plan that covers the project area.  The project site is not identified as an ESHA in the Malibu LCP 
nor does the site qualify as an ESHA pursuant to the ESHA criteria listed above.  In addition, no sensitive plant, 
animal species, or habitat has been identified on the project site, and the project site is not designated as a 
wildlife corridor.   
 
The provision of access to the beach area would generate additional disturbance in an otherwise dynamic 
littoral strand habitat.  Thus, the increase of human presence on the beach strand is anticipated to have 
minimal impact and is not regarded as significant.      
 
3.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
An archaeological resources study has been prepared by ASM and Affiliates (February 19, 2001) to analyze 
the cultural resource impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.  The study is provided in Appendix C 
and the findings summarized below. 
 
Archaeological and ethnographic information indicate that the area in the vicinity of the project has been 
occupied by Native Americans for nearly 9,000 years. Coastal Archaic period sites have been characterized 
by somewhat undifferentiated shell middens, few bifaces and dart points; and abundant milling equipment.  
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They range from large residential bases to small temporary camps and resource exploitation loci. The 
Middle Period, starting roughly 3,000 years B.P. and lasting until 800 year B.P., is characterized by more 
types of beads and ornaments than before, and a shift from rectangular to circular beads.  This period, 
within which five phases can be distinguished archaeologically, encompasses the Middle Canalino, early 
Late Mainland, late Intermediate Horizon, and late Campbell Tradition.  The Late Period is defined by the 
presence of Olivella callus beads and clam disk and cylinder beads.  This period terminates 1804 A.D., and 
in the project area subsumes the Chumash Tradition.  The latter is the tradition associated with the 
contemporary Native American population of the region. 
 
A review of site records disclosed that no archaeological sites have been recorded within the project 
property, nor has it been subjected to previous survey or other archaeological study.  Information provided 
by South Central Coastal Information Center at California State University, Fullerton indicates that 10 
separate studies have been conducted within a half-mile of the project.  These and other archaeological 
studies have resulted in the identification of 4 prehistoric resources within a half-mile radius, all of which 
are shell middens; no historic archaeological sites have been recorded.  Similarly, no properties listed on the 
California State Historic Resources Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic 
Landmarks, California Points of Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments are 
located within a half-mile of the project property. Additionally, the entire 1.92 acre project site was 
thoroughly examined at 5 to 10-meter intervals.  Except for paved areas, ground visibility was generally 
good to excellent throughout the parcel and more than sufficient for the detection of any archaeological 
resources.  No problems were encountered accessing and surveying all portions of the project area. 
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c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 
 

    

d)  Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource as defined in §15064.5?  
 
No Impact. As discussed above, four prehistoric resources have been identified within a half-mile radius of 
the project site, all of which are shell middens. No historic archaeological sites have been recorded 
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surrounding the project site.  Similarly, no properties listed on the California State Historic Resources 
Inventory, National Register of Historic Places, California Historic Landmarks, California Points of 
Historic Interest, or City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments are within a half-mile of the project 
property. The records search and an intensive field survey of the site did not result in the identification of 
any prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site.  The project site does not contain any significant 
historic resources. Thus, no impact is expected.  
 
(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey) 
 
B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 

resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?  
 
No Impact. The record search conducted for the project indicates that no cultural resources have been 
recorded within the project property, and the intensive field survey did not result in the identification of any 
prehistoric or historic cultural resources on-site. Historic disturbances of the project site would have 
probably destroyed any extent cultural resources. Thus, implementation of the project will not result in 
adverse direct or indirect impacts to significant and California Register of Historic Places eligible cultural 
resources. Therefore, no impacts are expected.  
 
(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey) 
 
C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 

unique geologic feature?  
 
No Impact. The project site contains deteriorated pavement and fencing, which indicates that the site has been 
previously disturbed. Encountering paleontological resources during site excavation is remote, because of prior 
site disturbances and the limited excavation that will be required for the project construction. No impacts to 
paleontological resources are anticipated 
 
(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey) 
 
D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries?  
 
No Impact. As discussed above, no prehistoric or historic resources are located on the project site. No 
formal cemeteries are located on the project site. Therefore, no impacts are expected.  
 
(Dan Blocker Beach Project Cultural Resource Survey) 
 
3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

A Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report was prepared by Group Delta (December 26, 2000) to analyze the 
geologic impacts of the proposed Dan Blocker Beach Project.  The studies are provided in Appendix E and the 
findings summarized below. 
 
The proposed project site is characterized as a highway bench cut into the hillside in the lower slopes of the 
Santa Monica Mountains. The hillside extends down to the Pacific Ocean forming a coastal bluff over a narrow 
sandy beach. The proposed project site is located on a bluff that is approximately 10 to 20 feet high. The slopes 
of the bluffs at Dan Blocker Beach range from being near vertical in many areas to approximately 1:3 
(horizontal: vertical).  
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The project site is situated in the western region of the Santa Monica Mountains near the base of the southerly 
descending flanks in the City of Malibu. Geologic units located in the vicinity of the project site include 
Holocene beach sands, Pleistocene-age older alluvial sediment deposits on the top of the hillside north of the 
roadway, and Miocene-age volcanic rocks exposed in the coastal bluffs and roadway cuts. Within 2,000 feet of 
the project site is located a middle to late Miocene-age meta-sedimentary formation and landslide debris. Minor 
isolated fills also exist throughout the site as gully infill, erosion repairs, and minor roadway grading.  The 
proposed project site is located on several soil types including: Conejo Volcanics, Monterey Formation, Older 
Surficial Sediment, Landslide Debris, Residual Soils, and Artificial Fill. 
 
The project site is located within the seismically active area of Southern California. There are no known active 
faults located on the proposed project site. The nearest potentially active fault is the Malibu Coast Fault system 
located about 2,000 feet north of the project area. The nearest inactive fault is the Latigo Fault, located below 
the project site, along the beach.  
 
(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, City of Malibu General Plan, Report and 
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, Site Survey, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance) 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

    

Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 
 
 a) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 
 

    

b.) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

    

c.)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 
 

    

d.)  Landslides? 
 

    

e)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 
 

    

f)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 

    
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g)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 
 

    

h)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effect, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The project site is located in a seismically active region. The Malibu Coast 
Fault system is located about 2,000 feet north of the project area and is an active fault system. No active 
segments of the active Malibu Coast Fault system are known to trend on or through the project site. The Latigo 
Fault is an inactive fault and mapped with an east-west trend, below the project site along the beach. Like other 
areas, the proposed project site would be subject to strong ground shaking should an earthquake occur. Since no 
active faults trend toward or traverse the project site, no ground rupture is anticipated to occur on-site.   
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to potentially significant adverse effects.  
 
(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Site Location Map, Los Angeles County Safety 
Element, and Los Angeles General Plan) 
 
B.   Would the project be subject to strong seismic groundshaking? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would expose visitors to the project site to hazards 
associated with groundshaking during an earthquake event from the Malibu Fault System and other nearby 
faults.  Due to the proximity of the Malibu Fault System, groundshaking hazards could lead to severe 
ground accelerations, causing personal injury and property damage, depending on the magnitude of the 
earthquake and the distance of the site to the epicenter.  However, the proposed project does not include any 
structures other than a potential one-story restroom facility, and it would be constructed to meet Uniform 
Building Code standards.  Thus, the impact of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.   
 
(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and Los 
Angeles General Plan) 
 
C.   Would the project be subject to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 
No Impact. The potential for liquefaction is generally a function of age, type, and looseness of cohesionless 
sediments. Additionally, the depth of groundwater also will determine the potential for liquefaction.  
Relatively young (Quanternary), coarse-grained (sandy), loose sediments associated with shallow ground 
water would have the highest susceptibility to liquefaction during a significant seismic event. The soils 
located on the proposed project site are underlain by volcanic bedrock, which is an older soil type. 
Permanent groundwater on-site can be anticipated to be near sea level. Liquefaction potential on-site is 
considered very low. Thus, no hazards associated with liquefaction are anticipated with the proposed Dan 
Blocker Beach Project.   
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(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, 
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report) 

 
D.   Would the project be subject to landslides? 

 
No Impact. The volcanics at the proposed project site are exposed in the coastal bluffs and in the roadway 
cut. These volcanics are stable at close to vertical cut inclinations. The minor instability of the bluff slopes 
along Dan Blocker Beach has been developed by oversteepening and weathering of the bluff face as a result 
of wave erosion and/or subaerial erosion. Older landslide debris are located to the west and east of the 
project site. Landslides in the project area are associated with the Monterey Formation, which is a thin-
bedded, platysiliceous shale. The Monterey Formation is not found within the project area except it may 
underlay part of the shore platform. 
 
A minor amount of colluvial material, which is associated with an ancient landslide, debris flow from 
alluvial deposits, and/or dumped material associated with the grading of PCH is located west of the center 
of the proposed project site in the coastal bluff. However, the proposed project site is not located on a 
formation that is subjected to landslides and no landslides are expected to occur on the project site.  
 
(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, and 
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report)  

 
E.   Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Dan Blocker Beach has not experienced a considerable 
amount of erosion in the last 20 to 30 years, but rather fluctuating periods of beach erosion and accretion 
caused by storm events. Dan Blocker Beach bluff tops currently undergo minor erosion caused by wind, 
rain, irrigation, and uncontrolled runoff. Where these processes have occurred, riling and minor gullying 
has resulted. Bluff top retreat occurs from major storm events. Additionally, waves can create erosion of 
coastal bluffs. Elevations of the shore platform along Dan Blocker Beach range from approximately two to 
eight feet above Mean Sea Level which allows waves less than one foot high to break along the base of the 
sea cliff during periods of high tides. Any significant erosion from sand currently on the beach would allow 
larger waves to break against the sea cliffs. Along the portion of the bluff where the proposed site is located, 
stone and concrete rubble is located on the natural outcrops at the beach. The stone and concrete protect the 
bluff against waves striking the base of the bluff and reduces the acceleration of bluff erosion.   
 
The proposed project site is partially covered with deteriorated pavement and with vegetation. The proposed 
project would include development of a parking area, ADA ramp to provide access to the beach and park 
site amenities. The proposed development would increase the amount of runoff and bluff erosion on the 
site. However, as part of the proposed project, runoff and storm water would be directed towards PCH and 
into an existing drainage system. The Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall assure 
stability and structural integrity, and shall neither create nor contribute significant erosion, geologic 
instability, and/or further degradation of a site or surrounding area. Additionally, the Coastal Act states that 
new developments may not require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.  
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Based upon the geologic conditions of the bluffs, historic beach erosion at Dan Blocker Beach, and the 
increase in erosion caused by the proposed project, the following mitigation is recommended:  
 
Recommended Mitigation 
 
Measure 3.6.E1: Driveways and parking areas should be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face. 
 
Measure 3.6.E2: Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed to discourage foot traffic down the face 

of the bluff. 
 
Measure 3.6.E3: During grading of the parking area, any gullies identified in the parking area or other areas to 

be developed should be filled with properly compacted soils and should be modified to drain 
any flows away from the bluff face. 

 
Measure 3.6.E4: Any areas between the new parking area and driveways that is not well vegetated should be 

planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize interim erosion. 
 
Measure 3.6.E5: A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation system for a concrete landing for the access 

ramp should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or beach erosion. 
 
Measure 3.6.E6: The access ramp should be designed to accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial erosion 

process. 
 
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a level of less than 
significant. 
 
(Sources: Los Angeles County Safety Element, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, California 
Coastal Act, and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report) 
 
F. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project site is located on a volcanic formation, 
which is considered to be stable. The ramp and parking area development would be built in compliance with 
applicable County of Los Angeles regulations. Geotechnical recommendations for the parking area and ramp 
construction are provided in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach, prepared by 
Group Delta and dated December 26, 2000. These recommendations are presented below and would need to be 
implemented to reduce impacts associated with the structural geotechnical stability of the proposed project to a 
level below significance.  
 
Recommended Mitigation 
 
Measure 3.6.F1: The recommendations presented in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan 

Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 should be followed. 
 
Measure 3.6.F2: Drill borings at the project site and soil samples should be taken of subgrade before final 

design of the ramp and parking area. After these samples are taken the recommendations 
in the Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach prepared by Group 
Delta dated December 26, 2000 may be modified depending on the findings. If modified 
findings result from the samples they should than be implemented.   
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(Sources:  USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Report and 
General Soil Map of Los Angeles County, California, and Point Dume and Malibu Beach General Plan) 
 
G.   Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 

Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 
 

No Impact.  The project site contains a variety of soil types including: Conejo Volcanics (Tcvaz); Monterey 
Formation (Tm); Older Surficial Sediments (Qoa); Residual Soils; and Artificial Fill.  Additionally, 
Landslide Debris (Qls) has been mapped in the project area. Table 6, Soil Types and Characteristics, 
describes the characteristics and colors of the soils located on site. 
 

Table 6 
Soil Types and Characteristics 

Type of Soil Formation Color Composition 
 
Conejo Volcanics (Tcvaz) 

An andesitic breccia formed in 
the middle of the Miocene age 

Pinkish-gray to 
brown 

Unsorted, very large to 
small, angular fragments 
of andesitic to tuffaceous 
matrix. 

Monterey Formation (Tm) Formed during middle to late 
Miocene age. 

White to dark 
brown. 

Thin bedded, platy, 
siliceous shale. 

Older Surficial Sediments 
(Qoa) 

Pleistocene-age N/A Alluvial sediments 
consisting of 
unconsolidated to weakly 
consolidated, pebble-
cobble gravel, sand, and 
silt. 

Landslide Debris (Qls) Older landslide debris 
associated with the Monterey 
Formation. 

N/A Displaced blocks of 
alluvial sediments, terrace 
deposits, and/or volcanics. 

Residual Soils Formed over volcanic bedrock 
formation are present where 
volcanics have not been cut as 
part of PCH. 

Dark to medium 
brown. 

Plastic, clayey and silty 
sand. 

Artificial Fill Associated with the grading of 
PCH and/or repair of past 
localized slumps, erosion 
features, or with existing beach 
erosion.  

N/A N/A 

 
The project area is considered to have high shrink and swell soil characteristics by the Los Angeles County 
General Soils Map, and the residual soils may be expansive. The proposed project would develop only minor 
structures and is not expected to create a significant hazard associated with expansive soils. The proposed 
project would be in compliance with the Uniform Building Code (1994). Thus, no significant impacts are 
expected to occur with the construction of the proposed project. 
 
(Sources: Los Angeles County General Soils Map and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report) 
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H.   Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
waste water? 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The final design for the proposed project may include picnic 
tables accompanied by restroom facilities.  The restrooms would be outfitted with sinks, urinals and toilets.  
Toilets would be served by an onsite wastewater treatment system.  The County is currently in the process 
of testing percolation characteristics of the site to determine whether a septic system could function 
properly.  The outcome of the percolation tests will determine whether the restroom component of the 
project would be constructed. If not, the viewing platform with expanded bench seating will be constructed. 
 
The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has provided a recommendation for onsite 
wastewater treatment System for the proposed project.  The recommendation was based on conceptual plans 
from Kimley Horn & Associates, geotechnical studies from Group Delta Consultants, Inc., and the Wave 
Run-Up Study by CMA.  The recommendation concluded that a wastewater treatment system is feasible for 
the project.  The possible wastewater treatment systems for the park would utilize a waste water treatment  
system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health Department, with either leach 
fields located west of and adjacent to the park facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed 
parking lots.  The septic system would consist of either a Microseptec septic system or an Advantex septic 
system as well as a chlorination/de-chlorination unit and a UV light unit as part of the enhanced system to 
provide additional treatment.  The leach fields or seepage pits would feature 100% redundancy, essentially 
creating two leach fields (one primary and one backup), or four six foot diameter seepage pits (two primary 
and two backups). 
 
Recommended Mitigation 
 
In order to reduce impacts associated with any potential septic system to less than significant levels, the 
following mitigation is recommended: 
 
Measure 3.6.H1: In the event that a restroom with a wastewater treatment system is chosen for the final 

design for the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis (ongoing) of the soils 
supporting the use of the septic tanks, as well as the accompanying leach fields or 
seepage pits, shall be conducted prior to or concurrently with the acquisition of subgrade 
drill borings and soil samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2.  The suitability 
analysis shall include percolation tests at the exact location of the absorption field.  
Recommendations from the suitability analysis shall be incorporated into the wastewater 
treatment design. 

 
(Sources: Memo from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Water Resources Division dated 
December 16, 2008; Project Description and Project Location Map) 
 
3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

“Greenhouse gases” (so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the earth) emitted by 
human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly referred to as “global warming.”  These 
greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the temperature of the earth’s atmosphere by transparency to 
short wavelength visible sunlight, but near opacity to outgoing terrestrial long wavelength heat radiation.  
The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water 
vapor. Fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile 
sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of GHG emissions, accounting for approximately half of 
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GHG emissions globally.  Industrial and commercial sources are the second largest contributors of GHG 
emissions with about one-fourth of total emissions. 
  
Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, established a state goal of reducing 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, which would require a reduction of approximately 30 
percent from “business as usual” or forecasted emission levels. Senate Bill (SB) 97, a companion Bill, 
directed the California Natural Resources Agency to certify and adopt guidelines for the mitigation of GHG 
or the effects of GHG emissions.  SB 97 was the State Legislature’s directive to the Resources Agency to 
specifically establish that GHG emissions and their impacts are appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis.  
 
In addition to state regulations, on January 16, 2007, the County of Los Angeles adopted the Energy and 
Environment Policy as part of the County’s effort to help conserve natural resources and protect the 
environment. The goal of the policy is to provide guidelines for the development, implementation, and 
enhancement of energy conservation and environmental programs. In order to meet the goals of the policy 
and ultimately AB 32, the County has implemented energy efficient projects in County facilities, 
specifically retrofitting or replacing building lighting systems and air conditioning equipment. The County 
has also developed/adopted tools and policies to support the reduction of GHG emissions that include but 
are not limited to: the “green building” ordinance, which will lead to all new private development within the 
unincorporated areas of the County being certified under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) or equivalent standards; County sponsored recycling programs; and the incorporation of 
Low Impact Design Standards and drought tolerant landscaping.    
 
GHG Emissions Impact Assessment 
  
To date, there is no local, regional, state, or federal regulation establishing a threshold of significance to 
determine project-specific impacts related to GHG emissions. The California Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) has developed revisions to CEQA implementation guidelines to incorporate GHG.  
These were adopted by the California National Resources Agency in December, 2009, and went into effect 
in March 2010.  They contain requirements to characterize the GHG setting, quantify the impacts resulting 
from the proposed project, determine impact significance, and mitigate as appropriate.  They leave the 
determination of significance to the Lead Agency. 
 
On December 5, 2008 the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an Interim quantitative GHG Significance 
Threshold for industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency (e.g., stationary source permit 
projects, rules, plans, etc.) of 10,000 Metric Tons CO2 equivalent/year (when accounting for GHG, all types 
of GHG emissions are expressed in terms of CO2 equivalents (CO2(e)/year) and are typically quantified in 
metric tons (MT)). 
   
As part of the Interim GHG Significance Threshold development process for industrial projects, the 
SCAQMD established a working group of stakeholders that also considered thresholds for commercial or 
residential projects. As discussed in the “SCAQMD Interim GHG Significance Threshold Draft Guidance 
Document”, the focus for commercial projects is on performance standards and a screening level threshold.  
For discussion purposes, the SCAQMD’s working group considered performance standards primarily 
focused on energy efficiency measures beyond Title 24 and a screening level of 3,000 MT CO2(e)/year 
based on the relative GHG emissions contribution between non-industrial sectors versus stationary source 
(industrial) sectors. The 3,000 MT CO2(e)/year screening level was intended “to achieve the same policy 
objective of capturing 90 percent of the GHG emissions from new development projects in the 
residential/commercial sectors.” 
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The working group and staff ultimately decided that additional analysis was needed to further define the 
performance standards and to coordinate with CARB staff’s interim GHG proposal. Staff, therefore, did not 
recommend action for adopting an interim threshold for non-industrial projects but rather recommended 
bringing this item back to the Board for discussion.  As of this date, no final action on a quantitative 
significance threshold has been taken, but 3,000 MT CO2(e)/year is recommended to be used as a screening 
threshold for project construction 
 
A discussion of approaches to significance thresholds is included in the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) document “CEQA and Climate Change” (2008). Included in the 
discussion are proposed interim GHG thresholds, the most stringent of which is a threshold of 900 MT 
CO2(e)/year, which applies to small projects. The CAPCOA 900 MT CO2(e)/year threshold was determined 
to be the most applicable threshold for the purpose of analyzing GHG emissions impacts from the proposed 
project. Additionally, the 900 MT CO2(e)/year threshold is also the most stringent.    
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

 a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 
 

    

b.) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 

    

 
A.   Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would directly contribute to long-
term increases in GHGs as a result of traffic increases (mobile sources).  Short-term GHG emissions would 
also derive from construction activities. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
GHG emissions would be generated during the construction phase of the project through the use of heavy 
equipment and vehicle trips. Project construction emissions were based on the list of construction 
equipment, size of the proposed project, and duration of equipment operation, as discussed in Section 3.3.B 
above. 
 
Table 7, Construction GHG Emissions, presents the calculated GHG emissions generated during project 
construction activities per year.  
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Table 7 
Construction GHG Emissions 

Activity/Year CO2(e) Emissions (MT per year) 

Clear and Grub 4.70 

Grading 5.79 

Paving  4.20 

Site Improvement, 
landscaping 

19.95 

Total 34.64 

Source : Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4 (Appendix A) 

 
The temporary construction activity GHG emissions were compared to the recommended non-industrial 
threshold of 900 MT CO2(e)/year.  Even if all construction were to occur in a single calendar year (worst 
case scenario), annual construction activities would generate a total of 35 MT CO2(e)/year, which would be 
well below the screening threshold.   
 
Operational Emissions 
 
Vehicle trips would account for nearly all of GHG emissions during operation of the park facility; other 
activities such as maintenance and electricity consumption from parking meters would be relatively minor 
and would not generate measurable contributions to operational air emissions.  Transportation-related GHG 
emissions from project implementation were determined using Urbemis 2007 and based on the proposed 
project’s operational and site characteristics as discussed in Section 3.3.B above.  During operation, the 
project is expected to generate 391 short tons, or 356 MT of CO2(e)/year, which is well below CAPCOA’s 
900 MT CO2(e)/year screening threshold (results are shown on p. 9-11 of Appendix A).  
 
Guidance from the SCAQMD also recommends amortizing construction emissions over a 30-year period to 
account for their contribution to project lifetime GHG emissions. If emissions are amortized over a 30-year 
period, construction emissions would be estimated at 1.15 MT CO2(e)/year. As such, combined annual 
construction and operation GHG emissions are determined to be 357.15 MT CO2(e)/year, which is also 
substantially less than the 900 MT CO2(e)/year screening threshold.  No further GHG analysis is required 
and GHG impacts resulting from project operations would be less than significant.   
 
B.   Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. Consistency with applicable GHG plans or policies is measured in terms of 
participating positively in the GHG reduction goals of AB 32.  By 2020, state and national GHG reduction 
programs are anticipated to achieve approximately a 24 percent in emissions compared to the business as 
usual (BAU) alternative.  The CARB has implemented programs and is developing regulatory actions such 
as the low-carbon fuel standard as well as passenger vehicle efficiency measures for on-road passenger/light 
truck transportation. Because the utilization of the proposed project would be subject to the requirements 
that would be developed due to AB 32, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32.  
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The AB 32 goal is a 29 percent reduction.  As discussed, the County of Los Angeles has adopted the Energy 
and Environment Policy to provide guidelines for developing environmental programs that ultimately meet 
the goals of AB 32.  The proposed project would not conflict with the plans and policies developed under 
the County Policy which have been designed to reduce GHG emission levels.  Therefore, associated 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 
(Sources: County of Los Angeles, SCAQMD, CAPCOA, and Giroux & Associates, Inc.) 
 
3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
 
A hazardous material is defined as any substance that may be hazardous to humans, animals, or plants, and may 
include pesticides, herbicides, toxic metals and chemicals, volatile chemicals, explosives, and even nuclear 
fuels or low-level radioactive wastes.  Although the City of Malibu does not contain a wide variety of industries 
and land use, there are still uses which generate or handle hazardous materials.  These sites present hazards 
associated with accidental spills, contamination, fire, explosion, and improper disposal. Major truck routes on 
PCH also pose hazards associated with accidental spills during transport.   

 
No underground storage tanks, clarifiers, or groundwater wells are located on the project site. Additionally, no 
surface drains, drums or hazardous wastes are present.  The site is not located near industrial land uses. 
Hazardous wastes handlers in the vicinity include Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH, approximately 
two miles east of the project site and a gas station, located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the 
project site. There is another gas station located to the immediate east of the project site and a photo lab, located 
at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the project site.  Toxic waste has not been reported on any of the sites 
but these land uses utilize hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes.   
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey and, EPA Envirofacts Database) 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.   
Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 
 

    

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
 

    

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 

    

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

    
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Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 
 
e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 
 

    

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 
 

    

g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 
 

    

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
 

    

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public, or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed development would not use, generate, transport or dispose of hazardous 
material, nor be involved in the handling of hazardous materials, which might create public health hazards. 
No significant hazards to the public related to hazardous materials are anticipated as a result of the project. 
 
(Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map)  
 
B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonable foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the development of the project 
amenities may involve some hazardous materials use, such as paints, thinners, cleaning solvents, oil, and 
grease. Additionally, during operation of the proposed project, some quantities of cleaning solvents may be 
used. Possible temporary use of pesticides and/or herbicides may also occur. However, due to the small 
scale of the development, quantities of hazardous materials would be minimal. Hazardous material use 
during construction and operation would be made in accordance with existing federal, state and local 
regulations. Thus, no significant impact regarding the release of hazardous materials into the environment is 
expected from the project.  
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(Sources: Project Description and Project Location Map) 
 
C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 
No Impact.  The nearest schools to the project site are Pepperdine University and Webster Elementary 
School located in the Civic Center Area, about 2.5 miles east of the site. The schools are separated from the 
project site by vacant land, residential areas and open space. The proposed project includes the development 
of a parking area, beach access in the form of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom 
facility or viewing platform with bench seating. The proposed project is not expected to emit or handle 
hazardous materials other than small quantities of cleaning solvents and possible temporary use of 
pesticides and/or herbicides. Uses of these small amounts of hazardous materials would be in accordance 
with local, state and federal law. No impacts are anticipated regarding hazardous emissions to the 
surrounding schools.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Site Location Map) 

 
D. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

 
No Impact.  The proposed site is currently open space and no hazardous materials are located on-site. There 
are land uses near the site which may utilize, generate, store, or dispose of hazardous materials.  These include 
Pepperdine University, located at 24255 PCH approximately 2.0 miles east of the project site, and a gas station, 
located at 23641 PCH, approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is another gas station located to 
the immediate east of the project site and a photo lab, located at 23852 PCH, just over two miles east of the 
project site. The gas station located immediately east of the project site is the only hazardous material operator 
within a one mile radius of the project site. Development on the proposed project site is not expected to create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
(Sources:  Site Survey and Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database) 
 
E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 
No Impact.  The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport 
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA 
clear zones and safety zones of both airports. Thus, the proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach would 
not be subject to the hazards associated with the surrounding airports.   
 
(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan, 
and Los Angeles County General Plan) 
 
F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 
No Impact.  As indicated above, the project site is located approximately 15-17 miles from the nearest 
airports at Santa Monica and Van Nuys. There are no other airstrips located near the site.  Thus, no impacts 
associated with private airstrips would occur as a result of the project.   
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(Sources: Cal-EPA Envirofacts Database, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan, 
and Los Angeles County General Plan) 
 
G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project includes development of a parking area, beach access in the form of an 
ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility. The project site is located adjacent to PCH, 
which is the major arterial in the City of Malibu, as well as for coastal communities in the area. PCH may 
be used for evacuation and emergency response. The proposed project is intended to improve public access 
to Dan Blocker Beach and is not expected to interfere with evacuation of the site or surrounding area.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Project Description, and Site Survey) 
 
H. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 

involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  The proposed site is located in an area with a high proportion of undeveloped 
land and open space. The foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains are located to the north of the project site 
and have a high fire hazard potential. Additionally, the City of Malibu has been identified as an extreme fire 
hazard zone by the California Department of Forestry and the County Fire Department. 
 
Wildland fires inevitably occur as a part of the natural revegetation cycle of the California landscape located 
near the proposed development. Often the loss of structures by fires is due to inappropriate siting or flammable 
landscaping. For the area adjacent to the project site there are records of woodland fires occurring frequently 
throughout the last ten years. 
 
There is flammable brush, tall grass and shrubs adjacent to the site, which may create wildfire hazards. The 
proposed development would include a parking area, beach access in the form of a ramp, park site amenities 
and a possible restroom facility. The proposed development is expected to be used on a temporary basis for 
passive and active recreation. It is not expected to create the potential for or be subject to wildfires. Thus, less 
than significant impacts are anticipated.  
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan) 
 
3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
The coastal Los Angeles area is located within the Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin, encompassing an area of 500 
square miles. The Los Angeles Hydrologic Basin extends from the Santa Barbara – Ventura County line in the 
north to the Los Angeles – Orange County line in the south. The hydrologic basin can be further subdivided 
into Hydrologic units (HU), Hydrologic subunits (HSU) and Hydrologic subareas (HAS).  The project site at 
Dan Blocker Beach falls under the Malibu and Point Dume hydrologic area and the hydrologic subareas of 
Corral Canyon and Solstice Canyon.  The Malibu HU is located on the western slope of the Santa Monica 
Mountains and is characterized by mountainous terrain and small stream valleys.  On the south side are sloping 
marine terraces and long sandy beaches along Santa Monica Bay. In several instances along the coast, the 
marine terrace is minimal and the mountain slopes descend to the shore.  
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The surface waters of the Malibu HU have typical coastal stream traits, in that the amount of natural runoff 
is highly variable. Most of the runoff occurs during and after the rains of late autumn and winter and flows 
from January through April. As a result, the runoff is intermittent in many streams and more constant in 
higher mountain streams. The annual flow of runoff varies widely on an annual basis, and the region 
experiences both wet and dry periods.  
 
Sixty-two watersheds have been identified within the boundaries of the City of Malibu, including small, 
coastal terrace watersheds located within a few hundred feet of the ocean and large watersheds, which drain 
the Santa Monica Mountains. The largest watershed is the Malibu Creek Coastal watershed, which drains 
approximately 74,000 acres (115 square miles). 
 
The Corral Creek Watershed is located within the project area and is associated with a small coastal stream 
draining Corral Canyon and a small number of tributary streams. The stream reaches the ocean at Dan 
Blocker Beach, and the highway spans the creek with a low bridge. The watershed totals 2,800 acres. Dan 
Blocker Beach is just a small portion of the Corral Canyon watershed and is located on its coastal edge. The 
Solstice Creek Watershed is also a small coastal creek adjacent to the west portion of Dan Blocker Beach 
and, like Corral Creek, has several small tributary streams. The Solstice Creek Watershed is mountainous 
and totals about 2,800 acres. . The Solstice Creek traverses the eastern area of Dan Blocker Beach and flows 
under PCH through a 20-foot culvert. 
 
Due to the very steep and impervious nature of various small watersheds within the Malibu Coastal Zone 
(MCZ), accompanied by the rapid runoff of low and variable rainfall, there are no local dependable surface 
water supplies and very limited groundwater supplies within the MCZ. The factors affecting groundwater in 
project area are seasonal and annual precipitation patterns, topography, soil and rock permeability and 
faults. Rock formations in the area are not conducive to holding groundwater, and the dominant 
groundwater recharge in the City is groundwater flow from the upper portions of the watersheds. Other 
sources of recharge include rainfall, streamflow, irrigation runoff and septic system disposal. There is 
difficulty in quantifying the Malibu area’s subsurface recharge and discharge due to the complexity of the 
area’s subsurface flow. No designated groundwater basins occur in the area. 
 
Dan Blocker Beach is located in the 5-year and 100-year flood plains for Corral Creek and Solstice Creek. 
Stream flow increases rapidly in response to heavy rains. The coastline edge of the project is also within the 
100-year coastal flood zone. Storms can also generate waves that reach heights of 15 feet and cause coastal 
flooding. When combined with high tides and strong winds, higher than normal elevations along the coastline 
can be affected. Coastal flooding and shoreline erosion can damage structures and facilities located along low-
lying portions of the shoreline.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Los Angeles County Plan)  
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 
 

    

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 
 

    

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 

    

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of 
a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site? 
 

    

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 
 

    

f)    Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

    

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 
 

    

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 

    

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 

    
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result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

    

 
  
A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Potential water quality impacts associated with the proposed project 
include short-term construction related erosion and long-term operational storm water discharge.  All 
individual construction project activities greater than one acre in size are subject to the State’s General 
Permit for Construction Activities as administered by California’s Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would contain a site map which shows the 
construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, storm water collection and 
discharge points, general topography both before and after construction, and drainage patterns across the 
project. BMPs the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and the placement BMPs will be shown 
on the SWPPP. Additionally, the SWPPP will contain a visual monitoring program; and a chemical 
monitoring program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs. Short-term 
water quality impacts would be less than significant based on conformance with existing regulatory 
requirements (i.e., acquisition of a NPDES Construction General Permit and implementation of a SWPPP). 
  
The proposed site would be altered from vacant land with small areas of deteriorated pavement to areas of 
pavement, asphalt on concrete, and landscaping. The proposed project would generate minor amounts of 
urban contaminants such as petroleum compounds, metals and other types of contaminants that typically 
accumulate in parking lots. The transport of urban contaminants from the project site to receiving waters 
could result in significant water quality impacts.  However, the proposed project would be subject to post-
construction storm water requirements which includes specific requirements for post-construction storm 
water quantity controls (e.g., maximum amount of allowable impervious surface, runoff detention/retention 
basins) and quality controls (e.g., infiltration trenches, grass swales/channels). Furthermore, storm water 
from the on-site parking lot would be subject to pre-treatment of first flush in accordance with the Standard 
Urban Storm water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), in compliance with the Municipal NPDES Permit 
requirements. As part of SUSMP compliance, the proposed project will be required to submit a drainage 
concept and storm water quality plan. Details of facilities and measures, which mitigate impacts to water 
quality, would be shown on improvement plans and reviewed as part of those plans. The SUSMP also 
outlines the BMPs to be incorporated into the project design. Project compliance with existing storm water 
regulations enforced during plan review would ensure that impacts from construction and operation of the 
proposed project would not violate water quality standards.   
 
If an Onsite Wastewater Treatment System were incorporated into the project, the treatment system would 
require approvals from the Department of Health Services for installation of an Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment System, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board for General Waste Discharge 
Requirements.  As noted, if it is determined that the site will not percolate according to the recommended 
wastewater treatment system standards, the proposed project would be developed without restrooms (Figure 
5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms).  The proposed project would be in compliance with Los 



 
 

Environmental Analysis (continued)  

 

MND/Initial Study       
Dan Blocker Beach Project      Page 3-44 
 
 

Angeles County’s water quality standards and waste discharge requirements and the impact would be less 
than significant.  
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Malibu General Plan and Regional Water Quality Control Board) 
 
B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  Typical sources of groundwater that may exist in the coastal bluffs include 
the upland areas north of the site bluffs and infiltration of rainfall through bedrock material on the platform 
surface above the bluffs. The volume of groundwater existing in the bluff face throughout the project site 
boundaries varies from location to location and seasonally. 
 
The proposed project site does not serve as a recharge area for local groundwater.  Proposed development 
on-site would cause some of the rainwater that would otherwise have percolated to the groundwater to 
become runoff. The impermeable surface areas on the project site would be proportionately small relative to 
the amount of vacant land in the surrounding area. No substantial impact on the groundwater level of 
nearby wells is anticipated with the proposed project and therefore would be less than significant.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report) 
 
C.   Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Storm water runoff flows through the project area from 
Dan Blocker Beach, PCH, and adjacent watersheds such as Corral and Solstice Canyons. Some runoff flows 
directly from the upland areas to the beach; however, most of it is channeled into drainage control structures 
to protect the highway. Soil compaction, paving and other constructed improvements in the area have 
greatly increased surface runoff, necessitating the construction of storm drain structures to accommodate 
the flows. There are currently eight storm drains on the entire length of Dan Blocker Beach, ranging from 
two feet to 50 feet in width. These are operated by the Department of Beaches and Harbors in conjunction 
with Caltrans and Public Works. The drains and existing vegetation help to alleviate bluff erosion. 
Currently, there are no storm drains on the proposed project site.  
 
The proposed site would be altered from vacant land with small areas of deteriorated pavement to areas of 
pavement, asphalt on concrete, and landscaping. This would result in a slight decrease in the amount of 
water percolation and increase the amount of runoff and drainage on-site. Drainage from the project site 
currently runs over the cliff face and onto the beach located south of the site. As stated in Section 3.6, 
Geology and Soils, mitigation to decrease erosion impacts will be implemented to reduce erosion impacts to 
a level of less than significant. Mitigation measures 3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts 
associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than significant.   
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map) 

 
D.   Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site, or area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
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the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  The site is vacant and drainage consists primarily of on-site ground 
percolation and runoff over the bluff face. The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in on-site or off-site 
flooding. Preliminary design plans call for a bioswale in the northern portion of the project site to collect 
surface runoff. Additional post-construction BMPs and drainage improvements would be developed to 
accommodate anticipated runoff generated by the proposed project in accordance with NPDES 
requirements as discussed above. While ground percolation would be reduced, the change in drainage 
patterns is not expected to contribute to flooding conditions during storm events. Impacts associated with 
possible flooding would be less than significant. 
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Site Visit) 

 

E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  The construction of proposed improvements to the site would alter 
drainage patterns on the site and may increase runoff volume.  Preliminary design plans call for a bioswale 
in the northern portion of the project site to collect stormwater runoff. Additional post-construction BMPs 
would be developed to accommodate anticipated runoff generated by the proposed project in accordance 
with NPDES requirements. As discussed, the potential for polluted runoff would be minimized through 
compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Storm Water Permit (Order No. 01-182; NPDES No. 
CAS0041) and relater water quality guidelines.  Therefore, water quality impacts related to storm water 
capacity and/or polluted runoff would be less than significant.  
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map, Malibu General Plan) 
 
F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed development would incrementally increase the amount of runoff, which may 
contain pollutants from the parked cars, such as oil and grease. Such an increase is not expected to be 
substantial due to the small size of the project. As noted, if it is determined that the site will not percolate 
according to the recommended wastewater treatment system standards, the proposed project would be 
developed without restrooms (Figure 5b, Conceptual Site Plan without Restrooms).  The proposed project 
would be in compliance with Los Angeles County’s water quality regulations for storm water drainage and 
wastewater treatment systems should such a wastewater treatment system be constructed as part of the 
project. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to degrade water quality.  
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Site Location Map) 
 
G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 

Flood Hazard Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 
 
No Impact.  Dan Blocker Beach is located within the 100-year floodplain for Corral and Solstice Creek. No 
residential development is proposed as part of the project; thus, no housing would be placed within a flood 
hazard area.   
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(Sources: Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map) 
 
H. Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or 

redirect flood flows? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed development would possibly include one small restroom 
structure in the western portion of the site. The project site is located within the 100-year flood area. 
Although the project site is located within the 100-year flood area, the restroom facility would not be 
expected to impede or redirect flood flows. Post-construction BMPs that would be developed are also 
expected to alleviate the potential for flood conditions. Therefore, impacts associated with flooding would 
not be expected and the impact is less than significant.   
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Map, and Site Location Map) 
 
I. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 
No Impact.  The proposed project site is located outside designated dam inundation areas for Lake Malibu, 
approximately five miles to the northwest of Dan Blocker Beach. Thus, no risk of loss, injury, or property 
damage involving dam inundation would occur with the proposed project.   
 
(Sources: Thomas Guide, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, and Site Location Map) 
 
J. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Tsunamis, or seismic waves, are large oceanic waves that may be generated 
by earthquakes, submarine volcanic eruptions, or large submarine landslides. The 500-year tsunami wave 
runup heights may be as high as 30 feet in Southern California. With the project site elevation ranging from 
about 20 to 25 feet above Mean Sea Level, the project site could potentially be impacted by a large tsunami 
wave. Mudflows could potentially originate in the Santa Monica Mountains north of the project site. The 
proposed project would not include any residential or commercial development. There are no dams or water 
located near the site, which may pose inundation or seiche hazards. Impacts are expected to be less than 
significant. 
 
(Sources:  Los Angeles County Safety Element, Malibu General Plan Safety Element, and Site Location 
Map) 
 
3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
Dan Blocker Beach, including the proposed project site, is located within the County of Los Angeles and in the 
City of Malibu, in Los Angeles County.     
 
The City of Malibu includes approximately 12,552 acres of land. Approximately 60 percent of land in the City 
is undeveloped. Approximately 22 percent of the City is residential land uses and 15 percent is open space and 
the remainder of land uses consists of public facilities and horticulture uses. The City of Malibu has a low rate 
of development as a result of environmental constraints including steep hillsides, sensitive environmental 
resources, and the high cost of land. 
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Dan Blocker Beach is identified as open space in the City of Malibu General Plan. The adjacent land use, to the 
north of the project site includes vacant land and commercial uses; to the east, land uses include mobile home 
residential uses, multi-family residential uses and commercial uses; and to the west of the project site are 
mobile home residential uses and open space. Open space permits recreational uses including open viewing 
areas, promenades, beaches, picnic facilities, and associated surface parking and landscaping.  
 
The entire City of Malibu and the proposed project site is located within the state designated coastal zone. In 
accordance with the California Coastal Act, a local coastal program (LCP) has been prepared and adopted by 
the City of Malibu.  According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Map 3, and the ESHA and Marine 
Resources Map, the project site is designated as Public Open Space that does not include areas identified as 
containing environmentally sensitive habitat areas.   
 
The entire City of Malibu is located within the Santa Monica Mountain National Recreation Area (SMMNRA), 
which extends to the mean high tide line along the coast.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, National Park Service, Plan and Site Survey) 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

    

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not  limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 
 

    

c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 
 

    

 

A.   Would the project physically divide an established community? 
 
No Impact.  The project site is designated as Open Space in the City of Malibu General Plan. The project site is 
located approximately 2.5 miles west of the City of Malibu’s Civic Center.  There is a single-family residence 
immediately adjacent to and east of the project site. Additional residential development occurs farther down the 
coast west of the site. Since residential development is scattered in the vicinity of the project area, the proposed 
project would not physically divide the surrounding residential neighborhood or the surrounding established 
community. 
 
(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey) 
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B. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed site is designated as Open Space in the City of Malibu 
General Plan. Open space accounts for 1,869.9 acres of land use in Malibu.  
 
According to the City of Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, the project site is designated as Public Open Space 
that does not include areas identified as containing environmentally sensitive habitat areas.   
 
Under the Malibu General Plan, the site is part of the SMMNRA, which was established in 1978 by 
Congress. The National Park Service works toward acquiring lands which offer significant natural, cultural 
and recreational resources and which are not already under government jurisdiction or private 
preservation/recreation-oriented use. The entire City of Malibu and the project site is located within the 
borders of the park. Regulating activities within the park is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction.  
 
According to the Malibu LCP, Public Open Space (OS) provides for “publicly owned land which is 
dedicated to recreation or preservation of the City’s natural resources, including public beaches, park lands 
and preserves.” Allowable uses include passive recreation, research and education, nature observation, and 
recreational and support facilities like those proposed by the improvements at Dan Blocker Beach.  
 
Several land use policies are contained in the Malibu LCP Land Use Plan and are intended to carry out the 
goals and objectives reflected in the policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
One policy in particular calls for “Improving existing public access opportunities by supporting proposals to 
open accessways including efforts by Los Angeles County to open and improve accessibility to El Sol and 
Dan Blocker Beaches”.  The proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach would be consistent with this 
policy.  
 
The proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach would further comply with the provisions of the Malibu 
LCP Land Use Plan through design efforts to:  
 
 Avoid impacts to sensitive habitat (Policy 2.16);  
 Siting stairways on the bluff face (Policy 2.23);  
 Providing adequate parking (Policy 2.26);  
 Improving existing vertical accessway, public parking and restroom facilities at Dan Blocker Beach 

(shoreline owned by Los Angeles County) (Policy 2.86.k); 
 Incorporating BMPs that reduce the introduction of pollutants of concern that may result in significant 

impacts from site runoff (Policy 3.97);  
 Not proposing permanent structures on the bluff face, except for engineered stairways or accessways to 

provide public beach access (Policy 4.29);  
 Site uses compatible with the Public Open Space land use designation (Chapter 5); 
 Minimize adverse impacts to PCH  

 
Thus, the proposed development is in compliance with the goals and objectives of the Malibu General Plan and 
the Malibu LCP Land Use Plan.  The impact would be considered less than significant.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Malibu LCP Land Use Plan) 
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C.   Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

 
No Impact.  There is no Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other habitat 
conservation plan that covers the project area.  The project site is not identified as an ESHA in the Malibu LCP 
nor does the site qualify as an ESHA pursuant to the ESHA criteria.  The project site is surrounded by vacant 
land, residential development and a small amount of commercial development.  The project site is designated 
for Public Open Space and would be designed in accordance with County design criteria to protect 
environmental resources and the Malibu LCP Land Use Policies as indicated above.  No impact is expected. 
 
(Sources: Malibu LCP Land Use Plan, Malibu General Plan and Site Survey) 
 
3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
The proposed project is located within the City of Malibu. Mineral Resources, including sand and gravel, 
have been identified within West Los Angeles County. Although not identified in the Malibu General Plan, 
sand and gravel resources are thought to occur in the Malibu Coastal Zone.  
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey) 
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MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
 

    

b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 

    

 
 
A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 

of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
 
No Impact.  Mineral Resources are not located on the project site. The proposed project site is not located in an 
area designated to have these significant mineral resources, and development of the site would not affect the 
availability of mineral resources in the project area.  Thus, no impact is expected. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan) 
 
B.   Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 

recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
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No Impact.  The project site and surrounding area are not subject to mineral resource recovery operations.  Due 
to the small scale of the proposed development, the construction materials that would be needed for Dan 
Blocker Beach improvement would be minor when compared to regional resources.  Thus, the proposed project 
would not affect locally important mining operations nor would it result in the loss of available sand and gravel 
resources.   
 
(Sources: Site Location Map, Site Survey, and Malibu General Plan) 
 
3.12 NOISE  

The project site is a vacant bluff area overlooking Dan Blocker Beach.  There are currently no noise sources on-
site.  The noise environment in the project area is relatively quiet with vehicle noise along PCH dominating the 
ambient noise levels.  The project site is located within the projected 70 to 65 decibels (dB) noise contour along 
PCH. The Noise Element of the Malibu General Plan states that outdoor activity areas, such as playgrounds and 
neighborhood parks, have a maximum allowable noise exposure level of 70 dB Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) from transportation noise sources. Residential areas have a maximum allowable noise exposure 
level of 50 dB CNEL.  Noise from non-transportation sources in residential areas are set at an ambient noise 
level of 55 dB from 7 AM to 7 PM, 50 dB from 7 PM to 10 PM, and 45 dB from 10 PM to 7 AM.  The noise 
regulations of the City of Malibu (Municipal Code Chapter 2) prohibits unnecessary noises and the disturbance 
of the peace, quiet or repose of persons of ordinary and normal sensitiveness. Outdoor activities at public 
playgrounds are exempt from the regulations.  Use of construction equipment is limited to the hours of 7 AM to 
7 PM on weekdays and 8 AM to 5 PM on Saturdays.   
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, USGS Point Dume and Malibu Beach Quadrangles, and Malibu General Plan) 
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NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 
 

    

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 

    

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 
 

    

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 
 

    

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would the project 

    
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expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Construction activities associated with the proposed improvements would 
generate noise. On-site construction activities would create noise from construction equipment and 
vibration from excavation and grading activities.  Temporary construction noise impacts would vary in noise 
level according to the type of construction equipment and activity level.  Short-term construction noise impacts 
tend to occur in separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating 85 dBA at 50 feet from the 
source and finish construction activities and equipment generating less noise.   
 
The proposed project would involve limited construction activities associated with the construction of the 
walkways, parking area, beach access ADA ramp, and possible picnic table areas and restroom facilities.  
Other facilities (picnic tables, memorial plaque, railing, parking meters, and trash receptacles) would be 
brought onto the site as finished components and would be installed or placed on-site. Construction would 
also be confined to a limited construction timeframe. Thus, construction noise impacts would not be 
significant.   
 
Area residents would be subject to construction noise on a short-term ten month basis. Construction 
activities would occur during the daytime hours, and would comply with the noise regulations of the City of 
Malibu (time limits on construction activities).  Thus, noise from construction activities on the site are not 
expected to adversely affect neighboring residences or violate City noise regulations.   
 
PCH is a major noise source near the site.  PCH is a four-lane roadway, with shoulder parking on the 
southbound side.  There is a raised three-foot wide median along the segment of PCH near the site.  The 
speed limit near the site is 50 MPH.  PCH carries an average of 35,000 vehicles per day with 39,500 trips 
per day during peak months.  Traffic noise along PCH is not expected to adversely affect outdoor activities 
at Dan Blocker Beach, since playgrounds and parks are normally acceptable within areas with noise levels 
of up to 70 CNEL and water recreation areas up to 75 CNEL.   
 
Vehicle trips associated with the use of the Dan Blocker Beach would add to vehicle noise levels on PCH.  
Due to the high traffic volumes on PCH, the vehicle noise impacts of the project would not be perceptible 
and are expected to be insignificant.  Table 8, Projected Noise Levels, shows that the increase in noise 
levels would only be 0.02 dB (be less than 1.0 dB) during the peak season. 
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TABLE 8 
PROJECTED NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Distance of Contour from Roadway Centerline Noise Level at 50 
feet of roadway 

centerline 
70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 55 CNEL 

PCH 
Existing – 35,000 ADT* 
Peak - 39,500 ADT 

 
136.2 
153.0 

 
422.3 
476.3 

 
1332.4 
1503.7 

 
4212.3 
4753.9 

 
72.61 
73.13 

With Project – 39,740 
ADT 

153.9 479.2 1512.8 4782.7 73.16 

Source:  FHWA Noise Prediction Model 
*average daily trips 

 
This estimate assumes that trips to the site are not new trips on PCH.  It is anticipated that visitors would be 
diverting trips on PCH to Dan Blocker Beach rather than driving to other beaches in the area.  Thus, no increase 
in vehicle noise would occur if these vehicle trips are currently part of the daily volumes on PCH. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, Caltrans Freeway Traffic Volumes, FHWA, Noise from 
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances, and Site Location Map) 
 
B. Would the project result in the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels?  
 
Less than Significant Impact.  On-site construction activities would create noise from construction 
equipment and vibration from excavation and grading activities.  Temporary construction noise would vary 
in level according to the type of construction equipment and activity level.  Short-term construction noise 
impacts tend to occur in separate phases, with large, earth-moving equipment generating greater noise and 
finish construction activities and equipment generating less noise.   
 
Due to the limited scope of improvements and the use of finished components (tables, drinking fountains, 
signs, railing, plaque, parking meters, and trash receptacles), construction noise is not expected to be 
significant.  In addition, construction activities would be short term and would comply with the construction 
noise time limits imposed by the City of Malibu.  Thus, noise impacts on adjacent residents would be short 
term and less than significant. 
 
(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Site Location Map) 
 
C.   Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would not lead to any 
perceptible increase in noise levels along PCH.  Also, since the vehicle trips to and from the site are likely 
existing trips diverted from other beaches, no increase in vehicle noise levels on PCH would be expected.   
 
Noises from on-site activities are expected to be limited to noise from parking vehicles and the use of picnic 
tables and toilets.  These activities generally do not create excessive noise that may disturb adjacent 
residents.  In addition, outdoor activities (such as those that would occur at Dan Blocker Beach) are exempt 
from existing noise regulations.  The beach would also be closed from dusk to dawn, confining any on-site 
noise generation to the daytime hours.   
 



 
 

Environmental Analysis (continued)  

 

MND/Initial Study       
Dan Blocker Beach Project      Page 3-53 
 
 

(Sources: Site Survey, Site Location Map, and FHWA Noise Prediction Model) 
 
D.   Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve construction activities, which may lead to 
periodic increases in noise levels during the construction period. However, construction noise would be limited 
due to the type of improvements proposed. Noise from the breaking waves on the beach and traffic noise on 
PCH would mask some of the construction noise.  Compliance with existing noise regulations of the City of 
Malibu would minimize construction noise impacts.   
 
The increase in noise levels resulting from increased visitors to the site has the potential to affect adjacent 
residents.  However, the availability of parking and direct beach ADA access at the site would eliminate the use 
of private stairways and on-street parking at the adjacent homes.  Thus, while noise impacts may occur at the 
site, the more direct noise and nuisance impacts at adjacent residences would be eliminated and directed to the 
site.  This impact would generally be confined to warm, sunny days and from dusk to dawn and is considered 
less than significant.   
 
(Sources: Site Location Map and Site Survey) 
 
E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
No Impact. There are no airports located near the site. The nearest airport is the Santa Monica Airport in 
the City of Santa Monica.  This airport is located approximately 15 miles southeast of the site.  The noise 
contours of this airport do not extend into the project site.  The proposed beach improvements would not 
expose people to excessive noise levels associated with aircraft and airport operations. 
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County) 
 
F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

No Impact.  There are no private airstrips located near the site which may expose beachgoers to excessive 
aircraft noise levels.  The proposed project would not increase on-site exposure to aircraft noise.   
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, and Malibu General Plan) 

3.13  POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
The project site is located within Los Angeles County, which currently has an estimated population of 
10,363,850 according to the California Department of Finance. According to the County General Plan, the 
County was estimated to have a population of 9,900,000 in the year 2010.  This is an increase of 1,691,000 
persons from the year 1987 to the year 2010. In 1987 the County had a housing stock of approximately 
3,023,500 and is estimated to have a housing stock of 3,702,500 by the year 2010. The housing stock is 
estimated to have a 22.5 percent change from the year 1987 to the year 2010.  
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The project site is located within the City of Malibu. The current resident population of Malibu is estimated 
to be approximately 13,700 residents by the California Department of Finance, and the housing stock 
approximately totals 6,126 units. Population growth from 1980 to 1990 occurred at a rate of 12.6 percent.  
 
There are no housing units on the project site.  Residences are located to the immediate east of the project 
site and further down the coast to the west of the project site.  
 
(Sources: City of Malibu website, Malibu General Plan, LACounty.gov, and Site Survey) 
 

Issues: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of road or other infrastructure)? 
 

    

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
 

    

c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of any new homes or businesses. The 
project has been designed to meet the demand for use of Dan Blocker Beach. Some potential does exist for 
an increase in the number of visitors to the site and surrounding area due to its increased accessibility. This 
increase would not be considered significant, and no impacts are expected to occur. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan and Site Survey) 
 
B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
No Impact.  The site is currently vacant open space. No housing units would be demolished; no residential 
displacement would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Sources:  Malibu General Plan, LACounty.gov, and Site Survey) 
 
C.   Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 
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No Impact.  The project site is vacant and the proposed project would not displace any households or 
residents in the area. No households would be displaced and no replacement housing is needed for the 
proposed project. 
 
(Sources:  Malibu General Plan and Site Survey) 
 
3.14  PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
The Los Angeles County Fire Department provides fire protection service to the City of Malibu. There are four 
stations that serve the City of Malibu including Station No.’s 70, 71, 88 and 99. The nearest station to the 
project site is Station 88, located at 23720 W. Malibu Road. This station is located approximately 2.5 miles east 
of the project site. Other fire stations in the area may also respond to the site according to need and type of 
emergency. There are no plans for new stations in the area. The Ventura County Fire Department and United 
States Park Service provide fire prevention services to the Santa Monica Mountains. The fire hazards in the area 
are principally brush fires. There is currently a Brush Inspection Program that requires homeowners and 
businesses to remove the brush from close to their properties.  
 
The proposed site along with the City of Malibu is served by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. 
The Sheriff operates a station in the Lost Hills area, north of the City of Malibu. The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station 
provides law enforcement and police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An 
estimated average response time for the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due 
to the central location of the project site.  
 
The crime rate in the vicinity of the project site is currently low. As Malibu is primarily a residential 
community, the main crimes are burglary, traffic and tourist-related crimes. The main crimes committed in the 
project area are thefts related to wallets and purses left on the beach and unlocked vehicles. There are regular 
beach patrols on Latigo Canyon and Corral Canyon, in proximity to the site.  
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Lost Hills Police Station, Station 88 and Malibu General Plan). 
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PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives regarding fire protection?   
 

    

b) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could 

    
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cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives regarding police protection? 
  
c) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives regarding schools? 
 

    

d) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives regarding park facilities? 
 

    

e) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives regarding other public facilities? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives in terms of fire protection? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would increase the demand for fire protection services in 
case of a fire emergency.  The nearest station to the project site is Station 88, located 2.5 miles east from the 
project site at 23720 W. Malibu Road. There are five firefighters, one fire engine and one paramedic rescue 
located at Station 88.  An average response time to the site is estimated to be four to six minutes. Compliance 
with the requirements of the Uniform Fire Code for fire safety and fire emergency response would be 
implemented as part of the project.  Impacts on fire protection services would be less than significant.    
 
(Sources:  Station 88 – Malibu Fire Prevention and Site Location Map)  
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B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives in terms of police protection? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Station in Malibu provides law enforcement and 
police protection services for the project site and the surrounding area. An estimated average response time for 
the general area is 6.1 minutes; however, this period would be reduced due to the central location of the project 
site. The demand for police protection services in the area is not expected to significantly increase with the 
proposed development at Dan Blocker Beach. A need to alter or expand police service in the area is not 
anticipated as a result of the project.  The project would not have an adverse effect on existing police 
services or response times.  
 
(Sources: Site Location Map and Lost Hills Police Station, Malibu)  
 
C.   Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives in terms of school services? 

 
No Impact.  The project would not involve housing development and thus, no increase in the student 
population would occur as a result of the project. The proposed project would not impact school services. 
 
(Sources:  Malibu General Plan and Site Location Map) 
 
D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives in terms of parks? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Dan Blocker Beach is used by beachgoers for swimming, surfing, and other 
recreational activities. The project site is fenced off and is not currently used by visitors to Dan Blocker 
Beach. The nearest park facilities to the project site include Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon Sate 
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume State Beach and Malibu Community Center. The proposed project 
would increase the number of visitors to Dan Blocker Beach. The increase in visitors to the beach in the 
project vicinity is not expected to significantly alter Dan Blocker Beach or the nearby park facilities and is 
considered less than significant.  
 
(Sources:  Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan 
and Site Survey) 
 
E. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives in terms of other public facilities? 
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No Impact. The project is not expected to create a demand for other public facilities.  The Malibu Library, 
a branch of the Los Angeles County library system, is located at 23519 Civic Center Way. The library is 
approximately 2.5 miles east of the project site. There is also a community center located at Point Dume, 
approximately four miles south-west of the project site. The visitors that would use the proposed project 
development are not expected to significantly impact the library or civic center facilities. 
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Site Survey, and Site Location Map) 
 
3.15 RECREATION 
 
The project site is located in Los Angeles County. The beach environment of Los Angeles County is a very 
important recreational resource and has millions of visitors every year. The beaches of Los Angeles County are 
some of the most popular in the State, and a high demand exists for a range of beach-related recreational 
activities.  
 
There are several park facilities close to the project site including Malibu Bluff State Park, Malibu Lagoon 
Beach, Corral Canyon Park, Point Dume Beach and Malibu Community Center. Point Dume Beach, located 
approximately three miles southwest of the project site and encompasses 30 acres, including Point Dume 
Natural Reserve. The Point Dume Beach is designated as an area of special biological significance and 
includes 200-foot sandy bluffs, tide pools, offshore reefs and a kelp bed, creating a habitat for seal and 
marine fowl. Malibu Community Center, also located at Point Dume, is a 6.5-acre park with children’s play 
equipment, volleyball, tennis and basketball courts. Malibu Bluff State Park, located approximately one 
mile east of the project site is heavily used by local residents and considered a community park. Its facilities 
include hiking trails, picnicking, soccer and baseball fields and a jogging track. Malibu Lagoon Beach is 
approximately 3.5 acres in total and is located just east of the Malibu Civic Center, about 2.5 miles east of 
Dan Blocker Beach. It provides restrooms, hiking and nature trails with disabled access. The lagoon is also 
an important bird refuge and is supported by diverse marsh vegetation. To the immediate east of Malibu 
Lagoon Beach is Surfrider Beach, a widely recognized surf beach renowned for the hollow peeling Malibu 
wave formed by the cobble contours of the ocean’s floor. Corral Canyon Park is located on PCH between 
Puerco Canyon and Corral Canyon, and less than 0.5 of a mile east of the project site. The park, managed 
by Santa Monica Conservancy provides hiking, equestrian trails and parking.  
 
The City of Malibu makes up the major part of the coastal section of the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area (SMMNRA), which is comprised of State, County and federally owned park lands. It 
extends from Griffith Park in the City of Los Angeles to Point Mugu in Ventura County. The lands are both 
privately and publicly owned and accessible to the public.  
 
A trail system located in close proximity is also developed by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council 
(SMMTC). The Corral Canyon Trail, located immediately north of the project site, is the closest part of the 
trail network to the proposed project.  
 
Dan Blocker Beach provides opportunities for a variety of ocean and beach oriented recreational activities. 
These activities include swimming, sunbathing, picnicking, surf fishing, scuba diving and jogging. These 
recreational activities occur all year; however, the majority of beachgoers visit the beach during the summer 
months. Activities such as wildlife observation and contemplation are most common on the beach during 
the winter. The rock formations projecting from portions of the beach prevent activities such as boating and 
surfing.  
 
(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, and Vicinity Map) 
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RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 
 

    

b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated?  

 
Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project includes the construction of a parking area, beach access 
in the form of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility. Park site amenities may 
include picnic tables, bench seating and walkways. It is not expected that the development would cause a major 
increase in the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. Currently, visitors to the beach located south of 
the site and west down the coast park along PCH and access the beach through private stairways located at the 
nearby residential developments west and east of the site. Additionally, visitors to the beach near the project 
vicinity hike down the steep bluff faces located west of the project site. As a result of the proposed development 
(safe ADA access, available parking and park site amenities), more people may visit Dan Blocker Beach. The 
possible increase in beachgoers is not expected to significantly alter or impact Dan Blocker Beach and is 
considered less than significant.   
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Site Location Map and Malibu General Plan) 
 
B. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact.  Dan Blocker Beach is a popular recreational destination for beach-goers and 
surfers. The project has been designed to integrate with the existing environment through the planting of native 
species in the landscaped areas.  As analyzed in this initial study, the proposed project would impact air quality, 
biology, geological resources and hydrology. However, these impacts can be reduced through mitigation listed 
in Sections 3.3 Air Quality, 3.4 Biological Resources, 3.6 Geology and Soils, and 3.9 Hydrology and Water 
Quality of this Initial Study. The purpose of the project is to meet the public demand for beach access and 
parking and therefore, would not necessitate the construction or expansion of recreational facilities in the future.   
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan) 
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3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
A Traffic Memorandum has been prepared for the project to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed 
facility on traffic, circulation, and transportation, and determine what if any additional traffic analysis is 
required. This memorandum is provided in Appendix E and the findings are summarized below. Based on the 
results of the memorandum, preparation of a Traffic Impact Analysis is not warranted pursuant to the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, since less than 500 
trips per day is estimated to be generated by the proposed project.      
 
The proposed project site is located within Los Angeles County and the City of Malibu. Roadways in the area 
include: 
 
Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1) is a four-lane state highway traveling in an east to west direction 
along the Pacific Coast. The Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) is approximately 25 miles long through the City 
of Malibu with a posted speed limit of 45 MPH and 55 MPH. PCH is the major arterial within the City of 
Malibu and serves mostly commuters during weekday peak hours. In the summer months, it also serves as 
an access route to the beaches along the coast.  
 
Corral Canyon Road is a two-lane north-south arterial connecting the Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area, located north of the City of Malibu with Dan Blocker Beach and Solstice Canyon Park. 
Farther north, the road provides access to Malibu Creek State Park, where the road terminates.  
 
Latigo Canyon Road is a two-lane roadway oriented in the southeast/northwest direction. It begins at PCH 
and goes northwest across the Santa Monica Mountains, meeting Kanan Dume Road near the intersection at 
Mulholland Highway. This road serves mostly residents of Latigo Canyon. The posted speed limit varies 
from 10 to 20 MPH.  
 
The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport and 
approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA 
clear zones and safety zones of the airports.  
 
The City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA), 
which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to Trancas Canyon Road. Route 534 service 
runs on mixed headways generally from 6:00 AM – 10:00 PM Monday thru Sunday. The route mainly follows 
PCH, serving the project site and passing through Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown Los Angeles.  
 
PCH is designated as a bike route. A series of pedestrian trails are planned throughout the City of Malibu 
and in the project vicinity by the Santa Monica Mountains Trail Council. The Corral Canyon Trail runs 
through Corral Canyon and would connect to the Coastal Slope Trail and as well as the Solstice Canyon 
Trail. The Coastal Slope Trail is designated to be located north of the project site. The Solstice Canyon 
Trail is also designated to be located north of the project site and would terminate at the coast in close 
proximity to the project site. 
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, Los Angeles County General Plan, LA County Department of Public Works Traffic 
Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, MTA, and Traffic Memorandum) 
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Issues: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways 
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 
 

    

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 
 

    

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 
 

    

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 

    

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

    

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 
 

    

A. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to long-term 
increases in vehicle trips on the surrounding street network and short-term increases in traffic during 
construction.   
 
Construction Traffic  
 
The proposed project would lead to additional vehicle and equipment trips during construction activities. 
This increase in traffic would be temporary and would not significantly impair the performance of the 
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circulation system. Construction activities are not anticipated to interfere with traffic on PCH with 
implementation of standard conditions that include preparation of a traffic control plan or similar type of 
construction traffic management plan.  In accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (Greenbook), barriers, guards, lights, signs, temporary bridges, flag persons and watch persons 
would be provided during construction as applicable to promote traffic safety and convenience. Traffic 
impacts during construction would therefore be less than significant.  
 
Project Traffic  
 
Vehicle trips would be generated by the proposed beach project. The traffic memo prepared for the project 
estimates that as many as 240 total daily trips would be generated by the proposed project.  According to 
the traffic memo, it is expected that many of the project trips may be trips diverted from adjacent beaches 
due to the availability of on-site parking. Assuming regular turnover of the parking spaces throughout the 
day, the project would be expected to generate 240 total daily trips with approximately 20 hourly trips.  
 
The proposed parking improvements would not be expected to generate additional trips during the weekday 
AM and PM commuter peak periods.  In addition, the project would not attract trips during periods of 
inclement weather.  Instead, the project site would be expected to generate the most traffic during summer 
weekends on sunny days, or on days of good surf.  In general, access improvements to the beach, paving of 
walkways, and the possible addition of picnic tables and restroom facilities would not be expected to 
increase traffic or impact the performance of the circulation system since similar facilities are available at 
adjacent beaches. In some capacity, the project may reduce travel times for beachgoers and surfers from the 
Los Angeles area by providing more convenient park facilities nearer to the urban core, thus slightly 
reducing traffic congestion.  
 
Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible. Vehicle 
movements would be restricted to right turns into the parking area, right turns out of the parking area.  
Parking along the shoulder of PCH adjacent to Dan Blocker Beach and west of the project site would not be 
allowed.  Parking would also not be allowed along the shoulder located adjacent to the proposed parking 
lot.  While some of the increased trips would be expected to make U-turns at the Latigo Canyon and Corral 
Canyon intersections, the relative volume would be small, and would not be expected to create adverse 
operating conditions.  
 
During the peak summer months, PCH is heavily used on weekends; however, an increase of 20 hourly trips 
during weekend hours would not be expected to have capacity impacts at PCH or cross-mountain roadways 
like Kanan-Dume Road or Malibu Canyon Road. The proposed project would also not conflict with mass 
transit or other non-motorized travel along the PCH corridor. Therefore, associated traffic impacts are less 
than significant and no further analysis is required.   
 
(Sources:  Site Survey, City of Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and Traffic Memo). 
 
B. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but 

not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

 
No Impact. Due to the scope of the proposed project, the project is not subject to land use analysis pursuant 
to the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County. Nevertheless, the project’s impact 
on the CMP system has been considered and no conflict would occur.  The CMP arterial monitoring 
intersections nearest to the project site are PCH/Kanan Dume Road and PCH/Malibu Canyon Road. 
According to Level of Service (LOS) data contained in the Draft 2010 Congestion Management Program 
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for Los Angeles County, both of these intersections operate at acceptable LOS levels.  PCH/Kanan Dume 
Road operates at LOS B during AM and PM peak hours. PCH/Malibu Canyon Road operates at LOS C 
during AM and PM peak hours.  As noted, the proposed project would generate the most hourly trips (20) 
on the weekend and during the summer months. During the peak summer months, PCH is heavily used on 
weekends and an increase of 20 hourly trips during the sunshine hours would not be expected to result in 
capacity impacts on CMP monitored intersections. Project traffic would occur mainly outside the peak 
commute hours when the parking area is expected to be most fully utilized.  Moreover, the minimal traffic 
estimated to be generated by the proposed project is not expected to significantly affect CMP arterial 
monitoring intersections by adding 50 or more tips during the AM or PM peak weekday hours. Therefore, 
no associated impacts would occur and no further analysis is required.   
 
(Sources: Malibu General Plan, Traffic Memorandum, 2010 Draft Congestion Management Program for 
Los Angeles County) 
 
C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 

traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
 
No Impact. The project site is located approximately 15 miles west of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport 
and approximately 17 miles southwest of Van Nuys Airport. The site is located outside the designated FAA 
clear zones and safety zones of the airports. The proposed project would not involve air transportation nor 
would it affect air traffic at the surrounding airports.  Thus, no impact on air traffic patterns would occur 
with the project.  The project site is not located within the approach zones for the nearby airports. Thus, no 
impact on air traffic patterns is expected. 
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Los Angeles General Plan) 
 
D. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Access to the project site would be provided via a one-way driveway from 
PCH on the western end.  The project design would include the use of existing through lanes to decelerate 
into the entrance.  Caltrans has determined through coordination with the Department of Public Works that 
a deceleration and/or acceleration land would not be required for the project (Figure 6, Parking Lot Ingress 
and Egress).  As discussed in the project description, to maintain proper sight distance at the parking lot 
exit, parking would be restricted with diagonal striping on the shoulder in front of the parking area and 
landscaping between the proposed parking lot and PCH would be limited to low growing plants only. 
Moreover, traffic directional signage would be provided to regulate vehicle movement from PCH and the 
proposed project site and an optional standard approved guardrail may be constructed between PCH along 
the proposed project site.   
 
Because of the raised median island on PCH, left turns into or out of the site would not be feasible. Vehicle 
movements would be restricted to right turns into and out of the parking area. The movement of vehicles 
exiting and/or entering the parking area is not expected to create a significant impact and is considered less 
than significant. 
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Traffic Memorandum) 
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E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
No Impact.  Adequate emergency vehicle access would be provided to the site via the proposed on-site 
driveways.  The proposed project would not alter emergency access to properties surrounding the site.  Thus, 
emergency access to the site or to adjacent uses would not be affected by the proposed project.   
 
(Sources:  Site Location Map and Site Survey) 
 
F. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 

transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 
No Impact. The City of Malibu is currently served by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority 
(MTA), which operates an inner city express bus route from Los Angeles to Trancas Canyon Road. The route 
mainly follows PCH, serving the project site and passing through Malibu Civic Center on the way to downtown 
Los Angeles. Additionally, paratransit services, for the disabled are provided locally within the City of Malibu.  
 
PCH is designated as a bike route. The proposed project would not impact traffic on PCH and is not 
expected to interfere with the bike route on PCH. The proposed project would not impact any bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks, or otherwise conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation.   
 
(Sources: Site Survey, Malibu General Plan, Los Angeles County General Plan and MTA) 

 
3.17  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
The proposed site is located within the County of Los Angeles and the City of Malibu. Water services are 
supplied to the City of Malibu by County Waterworks District No. 29 from the Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California (MWD). Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the Colorado River. 
The closest water line to the site is a 10-inch water line that changes to an 8-inch water line, which runs along 
PCH.  There are also several private wells that supply water within the City. However, since 1965, when water 
became available through the MWD, their usage has declined. The wells are still considered a valuable resource 
of inexpensive water for uses such as agriculture. 
 
Solid waste disposal in the City of Malibu and areas including the project site is managed by four private 
hauling companies. All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is owned and operated by Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District. The landfill, as of 2006, has a remaining capacity of 16,900,400 cubic 
yards.  It has an estimated closure date of January 1, 2028.  
 
The Malibu area is served by the Southern California Edison Company, (SCE) which provide electricity from 
three primary stations and three secondary stations. The Southern California Gas Company provides natural 
gas. Telephone services are provided by General Telephone.  
 
(Source: California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Survey and Malibu General Plan)   
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Issues: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
 

    

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
 

    

c)  Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 
 

    

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 

    

e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
 

    

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 
 

    

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
 

    

 
A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 

Water Quality Control Board?  
 
Less than Significant Impact.  The project would involve the development of a parking area, and would 
provide beach access in the form of a ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility.  
 
The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has provided a recommendation for onsite 
wastewater treatment System for the proposed project in the event that restrooms are provided at the site.  
The recommendation was based on conceptual plans from Kimley Horn & Associates, geotechnical studies 
from Group Delta Consultants, Inc., and the Wave Run-Up Study by CMA. The recommendation 
concluded that a wastewater treatment system is feasible for the project.  The possible wastewater treatment 
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systems for the park would utilize a wastewater treatment system approved by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and Health Department with either leach fields located west of and adjacent to the park 
facility, or seepage pits located underneath the proposed parking lots.  The wastewater treatment system 
would consist of either a Microseptec septic system or an Advantex septic system.  The leach fields or 
seepage pits would feature 100% redundancy, essentially creating two leach fields (one primary and one 
backup), or four six foot diameter seepage pits (two primary and two backups).  As the wastewater 
treatment systems would be approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health 
Department, impacts from onsite wastewater generation would be less than significant. 
 
(Sources: Site Location Map and Project Description)  
 
B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 
Less than Significant Impact.  Restrooms at the site would be connected to an onsite wastewater treatment 
system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and Health Department. The possible 
construction of restroom facilities along with a corresponding wastewater treatment system would constitute an 
expansion of wastewater treatment facilities.  However, any wastewater treatment system would be limited to 
use for the project and would not have any effects outside of the site.  The proposed project would not require 
connection to existing sewer lines. Impacts from the possible construction of an onsite wastewater treatment 
system would be less than significant. 
 
(Sources: Project Site Plan and Malibu General Plan) 
 
C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities 

or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. Currently, runoff from the proposed site runs over the bluff face and onto 
the beach below. The project would introduce additional impervious surfaces; therefore, the proposed 
project would slightly increase the amount of storm water generated on-site  As discussed in Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would be subject to post-construction storm water 
requirements which includes specific requirements for post-construction storm water quantity controls (e.g., 
maximum amount of allowable impervious surface, runoff detention/retention basins) and quality controls 
(e.g., infiltration trenches, grass swales/channels). Considering the small size of the site (approximately 1/3 
acre), and implementation of storm water controls, the proposed project would not be expected to result in 
the need to construct new facilities or require the expansion of existing facilities that could cause significant 
environmental effects to occur. Therefore, associated impacts are expected to be less than significant.   
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Malibu General Plan) 
 

D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
Less than Significant Impact. The restroom facility, if constructed, would be hooked up to an onsite 
wastewater treatment system. Potable water would also be needed if a restroom facility with a wastewater 
treatment system is chosen for the project. Water services are supplied to the City of Malibu by County 
Waterworks District No. 29 from the MWD. Water is obtained from the State Water Project and the 
Colorado River. The site would be served by a 10-inch water line that connects to an 8-inch water line, which 
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runs along PCH.  The amount of water to serve the project site would be limited and is not expected to 
create significant impacts and is considered less than significant.  
 
(Sources: Site Survey and Project Description) 
 
E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 

serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a parking area, beach access in the form 
of an ADA ramp, park site amenities and a possible restroom facility.  Restrooms at the site would be 
connected to an onsite wastewater treatment system approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and Health Department. Any possible wastewater treatment system would be limited to use for the project site 
and would not have any effect outside of the site.  The proposed project would not require connection to 
existing sewer lines and would not be served by an outside wastewater treatment provider. Impacts to the 
capacity of existing wastewater treatment providers would not occur. 
 
(Sources:  Site Location Map, City of Malibu and Project Description) 
 
F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 

the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. As a result of the development, construction debris would be generated 
which would need to be disposed at area landfills. The new facilities at Dan Blocker Beach would also 
generate solid wastes. A substantial increase in the amount of waste being generated by the project is not 
anticipated due to the small scale of the proposed development. The Calabasas Landfill, located at off of 
Lost Hills Road) in the City of Calabasas, would serve the project and has the capacity to operate until 
2028. The landfill is permitted to accommodate up to 8,668 tons per day.  Thus, landfill capacity would not 
be adversely affected by the proposed project and is considered less than significant.   
 
(Sources:  California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Survey, Site Location Map, and G.I. 
Industries) 
  
G.   Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste? 
 
Less than Significant Impact.  Solid waste disposal in Malibu is managed by four private hauling companies. 
All solid wastes are taken to the Calabasas Landfill, which is owned and operated by Los Angeles County 
Sanitation District. This landfill has remaining capacity to operate until 2028.  Solid waste from the project is 
expected to be limited to that generated by trash from the picnic areas and beach. Also, this solid waste 
generation is not expected to be substantial. Impacts on waste generation are not expected to be significant and 
no conflict with solid waste regulations is expected and is considered less than significant.   
 
(Sources:  California Integrated Waste Management Board website, Site Location Map, Malibu General 
Plan, and G.I. Industries) 
 



 
 

Environmental Analysis (continued)  

 

MND/Initial Study       
Dan Blocker Beach Project      Page 3-68 
 
 

3.18  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  
 

Issues: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 
 

    

b)  Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
project, and the effects of probable future projects.) 
 

    

c)  Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
 

    

The environmental analysis in Section 4 of this document indicates that the proposed Dan Blocker Beach 
Project may have the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts on a number of issue areas, 
including Air Quality, Biology, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water Quality.  Mitigation measures 
would be incorporated into the project, which would mitigate potentially significant adverse impacts to below a 
level of significance.  The following findings can be made regarding the mandatory findings of significance set 
forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines, as based on the results of this environmental assessment: 
 
A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  There is the potential for migratory birds to utilize the site.  
However, mitigation measures incorporated into the project would reduce potential adverse impacts to less than 
significant levels.  With mitigation, the project will not reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community; or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  The 
proposed project does not have the potential to impact buried cultural resources.  The proposed project 
would not impact important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.    
 



 
 

Environmental Analysis (continued)  

 

MND/Initial Study       
Dan Blocker Beach Project      Page 3-69 
 
 

B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current project, 
and the effects of probable future projects.) 

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  The proposed project could contribute to cumulative effects 
associated with air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, traffic, and water quality. To evaluate the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts, a list of past, approved, and pending projects in the project vicinity was 
identified. Projects listed in the cumulative analysis include the following:  
 

 20624 and 20630 Pacific Coast Highway Initial Study (City of Malibu): Coastal Development 
Permit to construct a 2,900 square foot single-family residence 
   

 Fire Station 71 Modernization (Los Angeles County): Fire station expansion from 2,260 to 5,800 
square feet located at 28722 West Pacific Coast Highway in the City of Malibu  
 

 Lot Line Reconfiguration of Four Parcels, Seaboard Road Extension, and Construction of a New 
Single-Family Residence and Associated Development at 21100 Seaboard Road: Coastal 
Development Permit, Variance, Site Plan Review, Lot Line Adjustment, Initial Study and EIR 
 

 Initial Study No. 06-010 and Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 10-002: Tentative Parcel Map to 
subdivide one lot into four buildable lots and one remainder lot and demolition of an existing 
single-family residence at 6061 Galahad Drive  

 
Air Quality  
 
It is possible that construction of the project could coincide with construction of the cumulative projects in 
the project area.  Even if construction activities were concurrent, the project’s contribution to short-term, 
construction related air emissions would not be cumulatively considerable.  As discussed in Section 3.3, Air 
Quality, air emissions generated during project construction would be relatively minor and substantially 
below the screening levels thresholds (refer to Table 4).  Additionally, the cumulative projects would be 
subject to the same air quality thresholds and would be required to implement measures during 
construction, as required, to ensure that short-term air emissions would not be significant.  Project 
construction, therefore, would not result in a significant cumulative air quality impact.  
 
Greenhouse Gases  
 
It is difficult to estimate impacts associated with GHG emissions of cumulative projects to assess the potential 
for cumulative impacts.  Emissions for reasonably foreseeable future projects with related impacts are 
dependent on the individual project design, and cannot be determined at this time. As discussed in Section 3.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32.  Therefore, because the 
project would be consistent with the goals of AB 32 of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the 
project’s effect on GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable.  
  
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would require conformance with a number of regulatory requirements 
related to hydrology and water quality, including elements of NPDES and County storm water standards. Based 
on such conformance, all identified project-level hydrology and water quality impacts would be effectively 
avoided or addressed. As stated in section 3.6, Geology and Soils, mitigation to decrease erosion impacts 
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will be implemented to reduce erosion impacts to a level of less than significant. Mitigation measures 
3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 would reduce any impacts associated with the runoff erosion to a level of less than 
significant. 
 
Long-term operation and maintenance of the project would result in the generation of associated 
contaminants that could, in concert with other existing and future development projects, incrementally 
contribute to cumulative water quality issues. The project would include implementation of appropriate 
post-construction BMPs. These measures would ensure project conformance with applicable federal, state, 
and local regulatory standards related to water quality. Based on the above conformance and the fact that 
similar conformance also would be required for all identified cumulative projects, no substantial 
contribution to cumulative water quality impacts would result from implementation of the proposed project.  
 
Noise  
 
Project-level noise impacts would not be significant and have been evaluated in Section 3.12 above. It is 
possible that a cumulative increase in traffic noise could occur with project implementation and construction of 
nearby projects assuming an identical dispersion of vehicle trips on area roadways. However, similar to the 
proposed project, it is likely that vehicle trips that might be generated by cumulative projects would be minimal 
and/or would not be new trips.  Imperceptible increases in vehicle noise would be generated by minor additions 
of vehicle trips and no increase in vehicle noise would occur if vehicle trips are currently part of the daily 
volumes on area roadways. Non-traffic noise generated by the project is negligible and would not 
substantially increase existing ambient noise levels in the project area when combined with non-traffic 
noise of the cumulative projects. Moreover, compliance with existing noise regulations of the City of Malibu 
and County of Los Angeles as applicable for all identified cumulative projects would minimize construction 
noise impacts. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable noise impacts.    
       
Traffic 
 
Project-level traffic impacts would not be significant and have been evaluated in Section 3.16 above. It is 
possible that a minor cumulative increase in traffic could occur with project implementation and construction of 
nearby projects. However, the City of Malibu and surrounding area is relatively built-out and the cumulative 
projects identified would not likely lead to significant population or employment growth thereby creating a 
substantial increase in vehicle travel (commercial and industrial projects tend to be growth-inducing and 
generate many more vehicle trips than residential or passive-recreation projects). It is also likely that vehicle 
trips from cumulative projects are currently part of the daily volumes on area roadways. For these reasons, the 
project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable traffic impacts.  
 
C. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, mitigation 
measures would be implemented to reduce air quality impacts associated with construction activities that could 
be harmful to humans. Implementation of the mitigation measures previously identified would reduce adverse 
health impacts on humans to below a level of significance.       
 



 
 

Environmental Analysis (continued)  

 

MND/Initial Study       
Dan Blocker Beach Project      Page 3-71 
 
 

FISH AND GAME DETERMINATION 
 
Based on the information above, there is no evidence that the project has the potential for a change that would 
adversely affect wildlife resources or the habitat upon which the wildlife depends. 
 
 Yes (Certificate of Fee Exemption) 

 
 No (Pay fee) 
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SECTION 4: LIST OF PREPARERS/REFERENCES     
  
4.1 PREPARERS OF THE MND/INITIAL STUDY 
 
Lead Agency  
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, Project Management Division 1 
900 South Fremont Avenue, 5th Floor 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
(626) 300-2350 
 Gil Garcia, P.E.    
 Crystal Munson   
 
Consultant to the Lead Agency: David Evans and Associates, Inc 
110 West A Street Suite 1700 
San Diego, California 92101 
Phone:  (619) 400-0600 
   Michael D’Alessandro Project Manager 
   Derek Wyss  Project Planner 
          
ASM and Affiliates 
543 Encinitas Blvd., Suite 114 
Encinitas, CA 92024 
Phone: (760) 632-1094 

John Cook, Principal 
 
Katz Okitsu & Associates 
1055 Corporate Center Dr., Suite 300 
Monterey Park, CA 91754-7642 
Phone:  (323) 260-4703 
   Walter Okitsu, P.E. 
 
Group Delta 
4455 Murphy Canyon Road, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Phone: (858) 573-1777 

  Donald A. Chords, Senior Engineer 
  Braven R. Smillie, Principal Geologist   

 
Pacific Southwest Biological Services  
PO Box 985 National City 
San Diego, CA 91951 
Phone: (619) 477-5380  
   R. Mitchel Beauchamp, President, M.Sc. 
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants, Inc. 
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, Suite 190 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 
Phone: (626) 240-0587 
   Michael Tuma, Senior Biologist 
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4.2 REFERENCES 
 
The following references were used in the preparation of this MND/Initial Study and are available for review 
by the public at the offices of the Project Management Division of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works at 900 South Fremont Avenue, in Alhambra, California 91803 or at the offices of David Evans 
and Associates at 110 West A Street, Suite 1700, San Diego, CA 92101 during normal business hours. 
 
California Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Report and General Soil Map for Los 
Angeles County, California, December 1969.’ 
 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, California Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources, Publication No TR03, 1988. 
 
California Department of Finance, E-5 Report, Population and Housing Estimates for California Cities, 
January 1999 and January 2000. 
 
California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control, Guidelines of the Preparation and Content of 
Noise Elements of General Plans, February 1976. 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board, Active Landfills Profile for Calabasas Sanitary Landfill (19-
AA-0056), accessed March 2009. 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=19&FACID=19-AA-0056 
 
California Office of Planning and Research, California Environmental Quality Act and the CEQA 
Guidelines, 2000. 
 
California Trade and Commerce Industry, Los Angeles County, California Scenic Routes, 1994. 
 
City of Malibu, City of Malibu General Plan, November 1995 
 
City of Malibu, Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, September 2002. 
 
City of Malibu Website, Census 200 Information for Malibu, accessed March 2009. 
http://www.ci.malibu.ca.us/download/index.cfm?fuseaction=download&cid=1016 
 
County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County Safety Element and Technical Appendix, December 1990. 
 
County of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles General Plan, January 1993  
 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Beaches & Harbors, Resource Inventory – Dan Blocker Beach 
Project, March 1989. 
 
County of Los Angeles website, Estimated Population of the 88 Cities in the County of Los Angeles, 
accessed March 2009. 
http://ceo.lacounty.gov/forms/Population%20Pg_Color.pdf 
 
Gruen Associates, Resource Inventory (Draft: For Review Purposes Only), March 1989. 
 
Legislative Counsel of California, California Law, 1999. 
 
Los Angeles County MTA, Los Angeles County Bike Map, 1993. 
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Microsoft Expedia, Streets and Trips 2000, 1998 
 
SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, May 1993, as amended. 
 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, Dan Blocker Beach Land Ownership Record, July, 
1983. 
 
Thomas-Brothers Maps; The Thomas Guide for Los Angeles County; 2000. 
 
U.S. Bureau of Census, 1990 U.S. Census, 1993. 
 
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
Map. http://www.nps.gov/samo/planyourvisit/upload/SAMOmap1-2.pdf.  Accessed August 20, 2009. 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency; Envirofacts Database; May 2000. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building 
Equipment and Home Appliances, 1971. 
 
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, May 2000. 
 
U.S. Geological Survey, 7 ½ Quadrangle Malibu Beach, 1995 
 
U.S. Geological Survey, 7 ½ Quadrangle Point Dume, 1995 
 
4.3 PERSONS CONTACTED 
 
City of Malibu, Andrew Ho 
City of Malibu, Rick Morgan 
City of Malibu, Florencio Signo 
Department of Beaches & Harbors, Dean Smith 
Department of Beaches & Harbors, Greg Woodell 
G.I. Industries, Suzanne Suef 
Lost Hills Sheriffs Station, Captain O’Brien  
Malibu Fire Prevention, Inspector Monahan 
Waterworks District No. 29 Malibu, Ben Oroomchi 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division - Los Angeles Office, Ken Wong 
  
 



 

MND/Initial Study  
Dan Blocker Beach Project    Page 5-1 
 

SECTION 5: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
 
5.1  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works (Department) prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Initial 
Study (IS) for the proposed Dan Blocker Beach project located on approximately 1.92 acres on a bluff top 
at Dan Blocker Beach. Dan Blocker Beach is located within the City of Malibu south of Pacific Coast 
Highway, north of the Santa Monica Bay and the Pacific Ocean, west of Corral Canyon Road, and east of 
Latigo Point.  
 
The IS/MND indicated that the proposed project would result in the potential for significant 
environmental impacts associated with air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and 
water quality, and utility and service systems.  Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the 
project to reduce impacts to below a level of significance.  The mitigation measures for the proposed 
project must be adopted by the County of Los Angeles, in conjunction with adoption of the MND/IS. 
 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and CEQA Guidelines section 15097 require the Lead 
Agency for each project that is subject to the CEQA to monitor performance of the mitigation measures 
included in any environmental document to ensure that implementation does, in fact, take place.  The PRC 
requires the Lead Agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring the 
implementation of required mitigation measures.  Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements that will 
be enforced during project implementation shall be adopted coincidental to final approval of the project by 
the responsible decision maker(s).  
 
In accordance with PRC Section 21081.6, the Department has developed this Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Dan Blocker Beach project.  The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure 
that the proposed parking area, beach access, and park site amenities comply with all applicable 
environmental mitigation and permit requirements.  

 
Mitigation measures incorporated into the proposed project include measures that would reduce short-
term environmental impacts associated with construction activities on the site, as well as minimize 
impacts by restoring the affected environment.  These measures will be implemented during grading and 
construction activities. 
 
The monitoring table below lists the mitigation measures, which will be implemented as part of the 
project.  Responsible parties, the time frame for implementation, and the monitoring parties are also 
identified.  A column is provided for the monitoring party to sign-off on the implementation of each 
mitigation measure. 
 
The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works is responsible for review of all monitoring actions, 
enforcement actions, and document disposition.  The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works will 
rely on information provided by the monitor as accurate and up to date and will field check mitigation 
measure status as required.  



 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (continued) 
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Air Quality 

Measure 
3.3.B1 

To reduce fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving 
activities during grading / construction activities: 
 Limit grading/soil disturbance to as small as an 

area as practical at any one time. 
 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas. 
 Prepare a high wind dust control plan and 

implement plan elements and terminate soil 
disturbance when winds exceed 25 mph. 

 Stabilize previously disturbed areas if 
subsequent construction is delayed. 

 Water exposed surfaces and haul roads 3 times 
per day. 

 Cover all stock piles with tarps. 
 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as 

soon as feasible. 
 Reduce speeds on unpaved roads to less than 

15 mph. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Air Quality continued 

Measure 
3.3.B2 

To reduce exhaust emissions from construction 
equipment and activities, the following measures 
shall be incorporated into all bid documents and 
implemented by the general contractor: 
 Require 90-day low-NOX tune-ups for off-road 

equipment. 
 Limit allowable idling to 5 minutes for trucks 

and heavy equipment. 
 Utilize equipment whose engines are equipped 

with diesel oxidation catalysts if available. 
 Utilize diesel particulate filter on heavy 

equipment where feasible. 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 

  

Measure 
3.3.B3 

To reduce reactive organic gas emissions from 
construction activities, the use of low VOC coatings 
and high pressure-low volume sprayers shall be 
incorporated into all bid documents and 
implemented by the general contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
construction 
operations 
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Biological Resources 

Measure 
3.4.A1 

Ground-disturbing and vegetation removal activities 
associated with construction of the project should 
be performed outside of the breeding season for 
birds, or between September 1 and January 31.   
If project construction activities cannot be 
implemented during this time period, the applicant 
shall retain a qualified biologist to perform pre-
construction nest surveys to identify active nests 
within and adjacent to the project area up to 500 feet.  
If the pre-construction survey is conducted early in 
the nesting season (February 1- March 15) and nests 
are discovered, a qualified biologist may remove the 
nests only after it has been determined that the nest 
is not active, i.e., the nest does not contain eggs, nor 
is an adult actively brooding on the nest.  Any active 
nests identified within the project area or within 300 
feet of the project area should be marked with a 
buffer, and the buffer area would need to be avoided 
by construction activities until a qualified biologist 
determines that the chicks have fledged.  The buffer 
area shall be 300 feet for non-raptor nests, and 500-
feet for raptor nests.  If the buffer area cannot be 
avoided during construction of the project, the 
project applicant should retain a qualified biologist 
to monitor the nests on a daily basis during 
construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as a 
result of noise generated by the construction.  The 
biological monitor should have the authority to halt 
construction if the construction activities cause 
negative effects, such as adults abandoning the nest 
or chicks falling from the nest 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
construction 
operations 
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Geology and Soils 

Measure 
3.6.E1 

Driveways and parking areas should be setback a 
minimum of 10 feet from the bluff face 

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check Plan Check   

Measure 
3.6.E2 

Fencing along the bluff face should be constructed 
to discourage foot traffic down the face of the bluff. 

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check Plan Check   

Measure 
3.6.E3 

During grading of the parking area, any gullies 
identified in the parking area or other areas to be 
developed should be filled with properly compacted 
soils and should be modified to drain any flows 
away from the bluff face. 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 

  

Measure 
3.6.E4 

Any areas between the new parking area and 
driveways that is not well vegetated should be 
planted with drought-tolerant vegetation to minimize 
interim erosion. 

Building 
Contractor  

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Regular field 
inspections  

During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 

  

Measure 
3.6.E5 

A sufficiently deep concrete pile or foundation 
system for a concrete landing for the access ramp 
should be constructed to prevent wave action and/or 
beach erosion. 
 

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check Plan Check   
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Measure 
3.6.E6 

The access ramp should be designed to 
accommodate ongoing marine and subaerial 
erosion process, which would sustain the integrity 
of the structure from any marine or subaerial 
erosion process. 
 
 

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check Plan Check   

Geology and Soils continued 

Measure 
3.6.F1 

The recommendations presented in the 
Geotechnical Reconnaissance Report for Dan 
Blocker Beach prepared by Group Delta dated 
December 26, 2000 should be followed. 

Site Designer 
/ Building 
Contractor 

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check / 
Regular field 
inspections  

Plan Check / 
During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 

  

Measure 
3.6.F2 

Drill borings at the project site and soil samples 
should be taken of subgrade before final design of 
the ramp and parking area. After these samples are 
taken the recommendations in the Geotechnical 
Reconnaissance Report for Dan Blocker Beach 
prepared by Group Delta dated December 26, 2000 
may be modified depending on the findings. If 
modified findings result from the samples they 
should than be implemented.   

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check Plan Check   
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Measure 

No. 

 
Mitigation Measure 

 
Responsible 

Party 

 
Monitoring 

Party 

 
Method of 

Verification

 
Timing of 

Verification

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials       Date 

Measure 
3.6.H1 

In the event that a restroom with a wastewater 
treatment system is chosen for the final design for 
the Dan Blocker Beach Project, a suitability analysis 
of the soils supporting the use of the septic tanks, 
as well as the accompanying leach fields or seepage 
pits, shall be conducted prior to or concurrently with 
the acquisition of subgrade drill borings and soil 
samples as part of Mitigation Measure 3.6.F2.  The 
suitability analysis shall include percolation tests at 
the exact location of the absorption field.  
Recommendations from the suitability analysis shall 
be incorporated into the wastewater treatment 
design. 
 
 

Site Designer LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check / 
performed 
prior to or 
concurrently 
with 
Measure 
3.6.F2 

Plan Check   

Hydrology and Water Quality  
N/A Regarding Hydrology and Water Quality, 

implementation of NPDES requirements, including 
but not limited to preparation of a drainage 
concept/SUSMP plan, and mitigation measures 
3.6.E1 through 3.6.E6 to prevent erosion impacts, 
would reduce any impacts associated with 
hydrology and water quality to a level below 
significance. 
 
 
 
 

Site Designer 
/ Building 
Contractor 

LA County 
Department 
of Public 
Works 

Plan Check / 
Regular field 
inspections 

Plan Check / 
During 
clearing, 
grading, and 
construction 
operations 

  

 



   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.A –  
Air Quality Worksheets (2010) 

 

























































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.B – 
Biological Resource Reports (2009) 

 
 





































































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.C – 
Records Search and Cultural Resource Report (2000) 

 





































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.D –  
Geotechnical Reconnaissance (2000) 





























































































































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.E – 
Traffic Memo (2000) 

 
 













   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.F – 
Noise Worksheet (2001) 

 
 
 

















   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.G –  

 Previous MND/IS (Prepared March 2003 and 
Adopted November 2003) 

 
 

























































































































































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I.H – 
Previous Complete Technical Appendix Dated March 

2003 for the Previous Initial Study 

















































































































































































   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix II. –  
Notice of Intent and Proof of Publication (2012) 



 











   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix III. –  
Onsite Wastewater System  

Feasibility Report and Plans (2012) 
 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES – DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
 

FEASIBILITY REPORT 
 

for an 
 

ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM 
 

at 
 

DAN BLOCKER STATE BEACH 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

prepared by 
 

JOHN N. YAROSLASKI PE #60149 
ENSITU ENGINEERING, INC. 

685 MAIN ST., SUITE A. 
MORRO BAY, CA 93442
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John N. Yaroslaski PE #60149 
Ensitu Engineering Inc. 
685 Main Street, Suite A 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
 
August 14, 2012 
 
Richard Jefferson 
County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services 
Environmental Health – Mountain & Rural Program 
26000 Agoura Road Suite 110 
Calabasas CA, 91302 

Subject:  Dan Blocker State Beach, Los Angeles County, California – Conformance Review 

Dear Mr. Jefferson:  

INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the results of the percolation testing and provides engineering design for 
the onsite wastewater treatment/disposal system serving the above noted site.  A proposed 
Picnic Park with 15 parking spaces and 26 fixture units is to be constructed on a state beach. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

 Site Description 

Access to the property is via Pacific Coast Highway at the northern edge of the property 
(see Vicinity Map on cover of plans.)  According to the report by Geotechnical 
Professionals Inc. (see “Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Site Improvements” dated 
April 16, 2012, the site consists of approximately 2 acres of undeveloped land sitting at 
the top of a coastal bluff along Pacific Coast Highway. The distance from the edge of 
Pacific Coast Highway to the top of the bluff face varies from approximately 60 to 75 
feet. The bluff drops steeply to the underlying beach. The height of the bluff face to the 
underlying beach varies from approximately 10 to 15 feet. 

As described in the report “Wave Run-Up and Coastal Analysis” by TranSystems and 
Exeltech dated June 5, 2012, the wave run-up elevations were found to be 14.9 feet and 
16.4 feet (NAVD). 

Owner Information 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

We completed the following work for this study: 

1) Prepared this written report summarizing percolation testing. 

2) Provided engineering design criteria for the proposed onsite wastewater 
treatment/disposal system. 

DESIGN INTENT 

The proposed wastewater treatment system to serve Dan Blocker State Beach is designed to 
treat and dispose of wastewater from the proposed restroom facility and drinking fountains. The 
waste flow is a commercial strength waste with the following characteristics: 

Wastewater Estimated Flow and Characteristics 
Peak Daily Flow (LACPC/MPC Table K-3) 300 gpd 
Influent BOD5 <400 mg/L 
Influent TSS <400 mg/L 

 
In conformance with the City of Malibu LCP Local Implementation Plan Sections 18.2 and18.4.A 
the system is consistent with the water quality objectives and waste discharge limitations 
applicable to this design required by: 
 

 The requirements contained in the City of Malibu LCP Local Implementation Plan, 
Chapter 18 

 
 Other requirements of the City of Malibu 

 
 Current guidelines of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, including those adopted 

by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in the California Ocean Plan, 
originally adopted by the SWRCB in 1972 and last amended in 2005. 

 
 SWRCB Water Quality Order No. 97-10 

 
The design intent of the treatment system is to meet the receiving water quality limitations 
presented in the following table: 

 
Constituent Units Maximum Limit 

BOD* mg/L 20 
Suspended Solids* mg/L 20 
Fecal Coliform* MPN/100mL <200 
Enterococcus* MPN/100mL <104 
Nitrate-Nitrogen** mg/L 10.0 
Ammonia*** mcg/L 2400 
*Also City of Malibu Plumbing Code 
**Also City of Malibu LCP/LIP, Section 18.7.L(1) 
***Also California Ocean Plan, Table B “Water Quality Objectives” 
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FINDINGS 

Subsurface Conditions 

According to the report by Geotechnical Professionals Inc. (see “Geotechnical 
Investigation, Proposed Site Improvements” dated April 16, 2012, soils analysis was 
performed on the subject site in the areas shown in the referenced report. Two (2) 
bucket auger borings and six (6) percolation test pits were excavated on the subject site. 
Soils analysis was performed in two (2) locations. Percolation testing was performed in 
six (6) locations. Testing was conducted in general compliance with County of Los 
Angeles and City of Malibu requirements.  

Soils within the percolation testing horizon of the proposed leaching trenches were 
found to consist of artificial fill classified as sandy loam and loamy sand according to the 
USDA textural classification triangle. Soils were further described as “no structure” and 
“massive” according to the boring logs by Geotechnical Professionals dated November 
17, 2011. 

According to the above referenced report by Geotechnical Professionals groundwater 
was not encountered to the maximum depth explored of 25 feet below existing grade in 
boring B-2. 

Percolation Testing 

Percolation testing results ranged from a minimum of 3 minutes per inch (mpi) in test pit 
PT-2 to a maximum of 23 mpi in PT-3. 

The following table summarizes the percolation test results. 

Drop 
(inch) 

Time Interval of Drop (minutes) 

PT‐1  PT‐2  PT‐2R  PT‐3  PT‐4  PT‐5  PT‐6 

 0‐1  5.5  ‐  0  11  ‐  3.5  8 
 1‐2  8.5  0.5  0.5  15  9  5  11 
 2‐3  8.5  0.5  0.5  16  13  7  12 
 3‐4  11  1  1  17  11  7.5  14 
 4‐5  12.5  1.5  1.5  22  13  9.5  18 

 5‐6  13.5  3  3  23  20  12.5  22 
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Fixture Units 

A fixture count was performed in accordance with Table K-3 of the Los Angeles County 
Plumbing Code and the Plumbing Code of the City of Malibu. The subject property has a 
total of 26 fixture units in the proposed restroom building: one mop basin; two 
lavatories; two water closets; three floor drains; two drinking fountains; and one urinal. 

Design Flow 

A proposed Picnic Park with 15 parking spaces is to be constructed on the subject site.  
The design flow is estimated using Table K-3 of the Los Angeles County Plumbing Code 
and the Plumbing Code of the City of Malibu. There are 15 parking spaces at an 
estimated flow of 20 gallons per day (gpd) per parking space.  Therefore the design flow 
is 300 gpd. 

The septic tank (see below) is designed with equalization capacity for 4.70 days hydraulic 
retention time (hrt) to average the effect of any peak events on the system flow. 

PROPOSED DESIGN  

Septic Tank 

The minimum septic tank size required by code shall be considered for the purpose of 
calculating the minimum leach trench dispersal area required. According to Table K-3 of 
the Los Angeles County Plumbing Code and the Plumbing Code of the City of Malibu, 
the minimum septic tank size for flow under 1500 gallons/day is 3/2 of the design flow. 
Therefore at a design flow of 300 gpd, the minimum septic tank capacity required is 450 
gallons. 

However, according to Table K-2 of the Los Angeles County Plumbing Code and the 
Plumbing Code of the City of Malibu, the minimum septic tank size for 26 fixture units is 
1,500 gallons. Therefore for the purpose of calculating the required minimum leach 
trench dispersal area the code required septic tank size of 1,500 gallons shall be used. 

A five (5) compartment 6,000 gallon fiberglass sand trap / equalization / septic / 
recirculation / dosing tank shall serve the subject site. 

The first compartment, with a capacity of 1,276 gallons, shall serve as the sand trap. 
Wastewater flow from the mop basin, floor drains, lavatories, and drinking fountains of 
the proposed restroom building shall flow into the sand trap, where sand shall settle 
before the wastewater proceeds to the equalization compartment. 

The second compartment, with a capacity of 1,411 gallons (4.70 days hrt), shall serve as 
the equalization compartment. Wastewater flow from the urinal and water closets shall 
flow directly to this compartment in addition to the flow from the sand trap. The 
equalization capacity shall average the effect of any peak events on the system flow. 

The third compartment, with a capacity of 1,128 gallons (3.76 days hrt), shall serve as the 
septic compartment. The septic compartment sizing shall be based on a minimum of 
three (3) days of hrt per the treatment manufacturer’s requirement (see “Primary Tank 
Sizing Chart” provided as an appendix to “AdvanTex Design Criteria” by Orenco 
Systems Incorporated.) 
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The fourth compartment, with a capacity of 846 gallons (2.82 days hrt), shall serve as the 
recirculation compartment to the proposed treatment units (see below.) 

The fifth compartment, with a capacity of 1,002 gallons, shall serve as the dosing 
compartment to the proposed leach trenches. 

Treatment 

Treatment shall be performed using AdvanTex Treatment Systems by Orenco Systems.  
AdvanTex Treatment Systems work like recirculating sand/gravel filters, which treat 
wastewater through a combination of physical, chemical, and biological processes.  
AdvanTex Treatment Systems use an inert nonwoven textile material to treat 
wastewater. 

The base AdvanTex AX20 hydraulic loading rate is 30 gpd/sq.ft. with a base organic 
loading rate of 0.04lb/day per sq.ft. Using the organic loading rate as the basis of design 
for this system, the mass loading rate for the design flow of 300 gpd at an average BOD 
concentration of 400 mg/L is estimated at 1.0 lb/day. Each AX20 unit has 20 sq.ft. of 
treatment media and can treat 0.8 lb/day. Therefore, two (2) AdvanTex AX20 Treatment 
Units shall be used in the treatment system design for the subject site. 

Disinfection 

Disinfection shall be performed using a Bio-Kinetic Model BK 2000 Wastewater 
Management System by Norweco.  Treated wastewater shall flow from the recirculating 
splitter valve to the BK 2000 by gravity. 

Once inside the BK 2000 the treated water is clarified, disinfected using Blue Crystal 
Chlorination System by Norweco, and dechlorinated using Bio-Neutralizer 
Dechlorination System by Norweco.  The treated and disinfected wastewater shall flow 
by gravity from the BK 2000 Treatment System to the dosing compartment. 

Leach Trench Area And Loading Rate 

As described in the above referenced report by Geotechnical Professionals dated 
February 1, 2012 the maximum percolation testing result was 23 minutes in test pit PT-3. 
The septic tank capacity required under code is 1,500 gallons. Therefore under the Ryon 
formula method of calculating required dispersal area the minimum required leach trench 
area is 757 ft2. 

As described in the above referenced report by Geotechnical Professionals soils within 
the percolation testing horizon of the proposed leaching trenches were found to consist 
of artificial fill classified as sandy loam and loamy sand according to the USDA textural 
classification triangle. Soils were further described as “no structure” and “massive” 
according to the boring logs by Geotechnical Professionals dated November 17, 2011. 
Under Table 4-3 of the USEPA Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Manual the 
suggested hydraulic loading rate for treated effluent dispersed into sandy loam of 
“massive” shape and “structureless” grade is 0.6 gallons per square foot per day (gpsfd). 
This suggests a minimum leach trench area required of 500 ft2. 
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According to the City of Malibu LCP Local Implementation Plan soil texture of sandy 
loam with weak structure requires an application rate of 0.4 gpsfd. This suggests a 
minimum leach trench area required of 750 ft2. 

The design approach is to use the most conservative trench area requirement suggested 
by either percolation testing or soils analysis. Therefore the minimum leach trench area 
required is 757 ft2. 

Dispersal 

Dispersal shall be performed using a Leaching Trench type dispersal system with H-20 
infiltrator chambers (see Infiltrator Section on attached drawing set). The leaching 
trenches shall have a required minimum absorption area of 757 ft2. The proposed 
leaching trenches shall have a footprint area of 450 ft2 and a perimeter length of 316 feet.  
The trenches shall have 2.0 ft of gravel below the drain lines giving them an additional 1.0 
square feet of dispersal area per linear foot of sidewall for a total of 312 ft2 of perimeter 
absorption area.  The total leaching trench area shall be 762 ft2. At a design flow of 300 
gpd the loading rate to the proposed leach trenches shall be 0.4 gpsfd. Groundwater was 
determined to be a minimum of 25 feet below grade. This provides a minimum 
separation of 19.6 feet to groundwater. 
 
The proposed wastewater system for the subject site shall be designed and constructed 
to reserve sufficient site area for 100% expansion area.  The reserved 100% expansion 
area is shown on the included site plan.  
 
In accordance with the requirements of the Plumbing Code of the City of Malibu the 
dosing pumps shall be arranged to function alternately with each pump cycle. Each pump 
shall discharge through an Orenco Systems model HV discharge assembly with a check 
valve and through a tee connection combining the outputs upstream of the flowmeter. 
The leach trenches both shall be dosed simultaneously via a wye connection. The dosing 
pump calculations, Detail 10 of Sheet C3.07, indicate that the design flow rate and head 
are within the specified pump’s capacity. 
 
Each leach trench is designed with a ball valve at the end of the leach line within a 6 inch 
observation port and protected by a cast iron H-20 rated valve box. The ball valve is 
intended for flushing the leach line of any organic matter that may accumulate on the wall 
of the pipe. 
 
In accordance with published County of Los Angeles Procedures And Standards For 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems, revised September 1, 2011, the traffic rated 
infiltrators shall be equipped with air vents of 3 inches in diameter, one on each end, that 
shall be installed within the landscaped area north of the parking spaces. The vent 
openings shall be 6 inches above finished grade to prevent moisture intrusion into the 
infiltrators. The minimum downward slope from the air vents to the infiltrators shall be 
2%.
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Any persons concerned with this project, who observe conditions, or features of the site, or its 
surroundings that are different from those described in this report, should notify EEI immediately 
for evaluation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to have been of service. If you have any questions, or require 
additional assistance please feel free to contact Ensitu Engineering at (805) 772-0150. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

John N. Yaroslaski PE #60149 
Ensitu Engineering, Inc. 
Project Engineer 
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Appendix IV. –  
Geotechnical Investigation (2012) 
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DAN BLOCKER BEACH – WEST 
Wave Run-up and Coastal Analysis – Report 

 
Introduction and Background 
The County of Los Angeles is planning to construct public access improvements at a location along Dan 
Blocker Beach known as Dan Blocker Beach – West . The purpose of this report is to document the 
findings of the wave run-up and coastal analysis performed for this location Dan Blocker Beach lies west of 
Malibu, California along the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) in Los Angeles County. The site lies at the north 
end of the Santa Monica Littoral Cell, which extends from Point Dume (west of the project site) to Palos 
Verdes Peninsula (southeast of the project site). See Figure 1 for a vicinity map. This section of coastline is 
bounded by Corral Canyon to the east and Latigo Canyon to the west and is characterized by narrow 
beaches and steep, erosive bluffs.  

The improvements proposed by the County at Dan Blocker Beach – West include a small parking area 
adjacent to the PCH, picnic tables, benches, view areas, interpretive displays, native landscaping, restroom 
building, on-site sanitary waste water treatment system and a concrete ramp to provide beach access for 
pedestrians. See Figures 5 and 6 in Appendix A.  Since the proposed improvements are positioned along 
the top of the existing steep bluff, and extend down to a narrow beach, an evaluation of the possible effects 
of wave run-up and coastal processes was determined to be necessary.  

Wave run-up is defined as the maximum elevation of wave up-rush above the still water level of the ocean. 
The upper limit of run-up is an important parameter for the determination of the active portion of the beach 
profile where coastal processes will occur. Other coastal processes were considered with respect to the 
effects on and from the proposed improvements including sediment transport, erosion and wave forces. As 
a part of this report it was necessary to determine the design water level and design wave height for the 
site. This data was used to calculate the wave run-up elevation. Once the design run-up level was 
established for the site, an evaluation of the run-up and other coastal process effects on and from the 
proposed improvements was performed. Recommendations regarding the design and maintenance of the 
proposed improvements and public safety issues are also provided in this report. 
 
Design Water Elevations 
The water levels at Dan Blocker Beach are dependent upon astronomical tides, storm surge and 
climatological variations (i.e. sea level rise).  According to the California State Lands Commission (CSL), 
the Mean High Tide Line (MHTL) for the Malibu area is 4.49 feet North American Vertical Datum (NAVD).  
See Appendix B for the CSL’s Coastal Project Review Plan for Malibu and Figure 5 in Appendix A for the 
location of the MHTL with respect to the proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach - West.  

To determine the design water level for the site, the design tide elevations adopted by Los Angeles County 
of 6.0 feet Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) datum was used as a baseline for this report.  In order to 
establish the design water elevation, an estimate of the potential storm surge was added to the design tide 
elevation.   
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According to research performed by Reinhard Flick1, the peak storm surge reached 1.5 feet on several 
occasions in 1983 and reached a surge of 1.8 feet in 1998.  Using Mr. Flick’s data, a storm surge of 2 feet 
was adopted for this report as a conservative value for the potential storm surge at the site.  Therefore, 
adding the potential surge to the design tide results in a design water elevation of 8 feet MLLW.   

To validate this design water elevation, it was compared to the extreme tide level data collected by National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) tidal gauges 9410840 (Santa Monica) and 9411340 
(Santa Barbara). Of the two gauges, the Santa Monica gauge was determined to more accurately represent 
water levels at the project site. According to the data gathered by NOAA at this tidal station, the highest 
water level recorded was 8.63 feet MLLW (November 30, 1982).  Since the proposed design water 
elevation is just 0.63 feet lower than the highest recorded level at the Santa Monica gauge, a design water 
elevation of 8 feet MLLW was determined to be an appropriate value for the project site.   

To convert the design water elevation from the MLLW vertical datum to the North American Vertical Datum 
of 1988 (NAVD88) which was used for the site survey, 0.34 feet is subtracted from the MLLW value to give 
a design water elevation of 7.66 feet (NAVD88).  See Appendix C for tidal datum elevation data from the 
Santa Monica (9410840) Bench Mark Sheet and the COOPS/NGS Elevation Data Graphic of the vertical 
datum relative to MLLW. 

Due to ongoing observation of long-term mean tide level increases, a concern regarding continued sea 
level rise has developed. Additionally, concern for accelerated sea level rise has been stated by 
climatologists and oceanographers due to continued warming of the atmosphere. Because of the potential 
implications of sea level rise, the National Research Council (NRC) recently assessed the potential sea 
level rise for California, Oregon and Washington2. Included in the NRC findings are revisions to the 
observed amount of sea level rise that was previously reported.  For the California coast south of Cape 
Mendocino (which includes the project site), a sea level rise of 12 to 61 centimeters (5 to 24 inches) is 
predicted by 2050.  Continued sea level rise will result in a tendency for increased wave run-up levels, 
which needs to be considered during the design of improvements along the coast including those proposed 
at the Dan Blocker Beach project site. Since accelerated sea level rise is also a concern, a conservative 
estimate of the future sea level rise of 61 cm or 2 feet was adopted for this wave run-up analysis. Applying 
the additional sea level rise increase to the design water level of 7.66 feet (NAVD88) results in an overall 
design water elevation of 9.66 feet (NAVD88) for the purposes of this study and report. 
 
Wave Exposure & Design Wave Heights 
The coastline at Dan Blocker Beach faces south-southwest with an east-west orientation, which limits the 
direct exposure at the site to waves from the southwest to south-southeast. Waves at the site are 
generated by local winds and deep water swells. The design wave will be dictated by deep-water swells, 
since the magnitude (height and period) of these waves is much greater than those locally generated by 
winds. The presence of Point Dume to the west, the Palos Verdes Peninsula to the south and the 
orientation of this portion of the Santa Monica Cell result in the site being sheltered from large, deep-water 
storm waves that often reach the Southern California Bight from the northwest. Additional island shadowing 
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is provided by the presence of Santa Catalina, San Clemente, Santa Barbara, and San Nicolas Islands to 
the south and southwest of the site. The presence of the Palos Verdes peninsula to the south further 
shelters the site. As a result, deep-water wave exposure at the site is limited to a small corridor from the 
west-southwest, a larger corridor from the southwest and another small corridor from the south-southeast, 
as shown on Figure 1. 

In order to establish design wave heights for the site, the wave climatology was evaluated. Historical wave 
data was obtained from the NOAA Buoy 46025, which is located to the west-southwest of the site and Buoy 
46047 near the larger corridor to the southwest. Figure 1 shows the locations of Buoys 46025 and 46047. 
Buoy 46025 has been collecting wave data since 1982, while Buoy 46047 has been operating since 1991. 
See Figures 2 and 3 for graphs of the historical significant wave heights for these buoys. The graphs show 
that extreme high wave heights (circled diamond symbols) for the area can reach 8 and 8.7 meters (26.2 
and 28.5 feet), and typical waves range (red bars) from 0.6 meters to 1.2 meters (2.0 feet to 3.9 feet).  

For this evaluation, design wave criteria set forth by Los Angeles County along with an extreme wave event 
was evaluated.  The County utilizes two design waves, a smaller but longer wave (H0 = 3.8’, T = 18 
seconds) and a taller, shorter wave (H0 = 11.7’, T = 10 seconds).  These waves were used to evaluate the 
function of the proposed improvements during typical wave conditions while the extreme wave (H0 = 28.5, 
T = 20 seconds) was utilized to evaluate potential extreme run-up levels and the resulting forces that could 
be imposed on the proposed improvements that are within the wave run-up zone. 

Figure 2:  Graph of Significant Wave Heights for Buoy 46025 
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Figure 3:  Graph of Significant Wave Heights for Buoy 46047 

 
Beach Recession 
During the winter months, increased wave energy along most sandy California shorelines, including Dan 
Blocker Beach, causes the profile of the beach to recede (beach recession). Beach recession along the 
project site is limited due to the narrow width of the existing beach. According to Wayne Schumaker of the 
LADBH, beach recession at Dan Blocker extends to the bluff resulting in direct wave impact on the bluff 
during the winter storm season. See Figure 4 for a typical depiction of beach recession. The variation in the 
amount of recession is dependent upon the intensity and frequency of winter storms which are believed to 
carry sand from the upper beach profile out to offshore sand bars. During periods of lower wave energy, 
sand is transported back to the beach. As shown on Figure 4, beach recession can have a dramatic effect 
on the location of wave run-up along the beach profile and bluff.  

Topographic data for the project site was initially obtained in January of 2004 and updated in March of 
2012. Comparing the beach grades between the 2004 and 2012 surveys reveals that the 2012 survey 
depicts a more recessed profile. This is likely due to the 2004 survey being performed earlier in the winter 
storm season prior to the beach being fully recessed, while the 2012 survey was taken towards the end of 
the winter storm season when the beach is more likely to have experienced more recession. Mr. 
Schumaker indicated that, during seasons of intense winter storms, it can take a couple of years for Dan 
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Blocker Beach to regain a typical summer (not receded) profile.  In addition to the two site surveys, the 
2005 LA County Beach profiles were reviewed with respect to the site.  Profile #347 was determined to 
cross the subject site and was incorporated into the site survey and cross sections.  Profile #347 depicts an 
even greater level of beach recession than the 2012 survey.  See Figure 5 for the location of Profile #347 
and Figure 6, Section 2 for a cross section of the data.  Since the 2005 data was determined to provide the 
most recessed profile for the site and extends through the nearshore area, it was used to establish the 
nearshore slope (H/V) of 33/1 (0.03) for the site. 
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Wave Run-Up Calculations 
Two methods were used to estimate the wave run-up at the site. Both of the methods were provided by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The first method was developed by Saville (1958) and presented 
in the USACE’s Shore Protection Manual (SPM)3. The Saville approach considers regular waves on 
smooth, impermeable composite slopes. No correction is made for the porosity or roughness of the sand 
slope at the project site, which likely results in a more conservative run-up estimate. This conservative 
approach is appropriate for the Dan Blocker site since actual site conditions will predominantly have 
irregular waves that are difficult to quantify with respect to wave run-up and can result in higher run-up 
levels. The presence of the bluff, which is impacted by wave run-up along portions of this beach, will also 
affect the actual run-up height. However, evaluation of the LA County beach profile data revealed that the 
off-shore profile is characterized by a relatively consistent slope and since the bluff will only affect the final 
stages of wave run-up well after a majority of the wave energy has been dissipated through breaking, the 
increase in wave run-up due to potential interaction with the bluff is anticipated to be relatively small.  

The second method was obtained from the USACE’s Coastal Engineering Manual (CEM)4 and was 
presented by Hunt (1959). Hunt empirically determined run-up for regular, breaking waves as a function of 
beach slope, incident wave height, and wave steepness based on laboratory data. An irregular wave 
approach (Mase, 1989) was also evaluated as part of the Dan Blocker Beach study, but was found to give 
excessively large run-up values which did not correlate with observations made at the site. This 
determination was found to be consistent with field measurements of run-up made by Holman 1986 and 
Nielsen/Hanslow 1991 which found actual field run-up values to be consistently lower than what was 
predicted using the Mase equations. Therefore, the Mase approach is not presented in this report. 
 

1. SPM (Saville) Method  
In order to determine the wave run-up using the SPM method, the breaking wave height (Hb) and 
depth of breaking (db) must first be determined. Since the dimensionless ratio db/Hb has been 
found (as documented in previous studies) to vary with changes in the near-shore slope (m) and 
wave steepness (Ho’/(gT2)), the often used approximation db/Hb = 1.3 should not be used for 
design purposes. Instead, Figures 7-2 and 7-3 from the SPM can be used to compute more 
appropriate values. Figures 7-2 and 7-3 are provided in Appendix D to this report. Once these 
values were obtained, the composite slope method (including Figure 7-11 provided in Appendix D) 
was used to determine the run-up (R) for the three wave scenarios. See Table 1 for the design 
values and resulting run-up using this method.  
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Table 1: SPM Method Values and Results 
Parameter Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 Figure Used 

H0’ 3.8 11.7 28.5 N/A 
T 18 10 20 N/A 

H0’/(gT2) 0.0004 0.0036 0.0022 N/A 
Slope, m 0.03 0.03 0.03 N/A 
Hb/H0’ = 2.28 1.25 1.4 7-3 
Hb/(gT2) 0.0008 0.0045 0.0031 N/A 

db/Hb 1.01 1.09 1.06 7-2 
db = ds = 8.75 15.94 42.29 N/A 
ds/H0' = 2.30 1.36 1.48 N/A 
Cot θ = 30 30 30 N/A 
R/H0' = 0.51 0.22 0.25 7-11 

Run-up, R (ft) = 1.94 2.57 7.13 N/A 
 

2. CEM (Hunt) Method  
Hunt’s formula given in non-dimensional form (Battjes 1974) is  
 
R/H0 = ξ0 for 0.1 < ξ0 < 2.3.  
 
The formula was developed for uniform, smooth, impermeable slopes, where ξ0 is the surf similarity 
parameter.  
 
ξ0 = (Tanβ)(H0/L0)-1/2  
 
The values utilized and findings for this method are presented below in Table 2.  

 
Table 2: CEM Method Values and Results 

Parameter  Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 
Tanβ = Beach Slope (Rise/Run) =  0.03 0.03 0.03 
H0 = Deep Water Wave Height (ft) =  3.8 11.7 28.5 
T0 = Wave Period (Seconds) =  18 10 20 
L0 = Deep Water Wave Length (ft) = gT02/(2π) =  1,661 513 2051 
ξ0 = (Tanβ)(H0/L0)-1/2 =  0.63 0.20 0.25 
R (ft) = (H0)(ξ0) =  2.38 2.32 7.25 

 
Upon inspection of Tables 1 and 2, it was determined that the two approaches resulted in similar run-up 
values particularly for the extreme wave condition (Situation 3). Therefore, the higher of the two values will 
be used to determine the run-up elevation for each situation.  See the Table 3 for the resulting run-up 
elevations determined by adding the run-up to the design water elevation.   
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Table 3:  Run-up Elevations 
Parameter  Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 
Design Tide (ft, NAVD88) =  5.66 5.66 5.66 
Storm Surge (ft) 2 2 2 
Sea Level Rise (ft) 2 2 2 
Run-up (ft) =   2.38 2.57 7.25 
Run-up Elevation (ft, NAVD88) =  12.04 12.23 16.91 

 
Since empirical run-up values alone are not recommended to be used for design without validation, local 
observations were determined to be needed to validate the results. In order to obtain this information, 
Wayne Schumaker, Past Division Chief, Facilities & Property Maintenance Division, Los Angeles County 
Department of Beaches and Harbors (LADBH), was interviewed. Mr. Schumaker indicated that the large 
run-up events that had been observed at the site occur primarily in the winter and extend to the bluff. The 
increased exposure of the bluff at the site in the winter is the result of both increased wave energy 
(increased wave heights occurring more frequently) during the winter storm season and beach recession, 
which will be discussed in more detail later in this report. Mr. Schumaker also indicated that, although it is 
less likely due to the narrow width of portions of the beach along the site, wave run-up has been observed 
to reach the bluff face in some areas even during the summer. Correlating this observation with the existing 
plan gives an observed run-up level of somewhere between 12 feet and 16 feet NAVD88.  

Upon review of the calculated run-up levels with respect to the historical observations reported for the site 
and observations made during the site visit which indicated that run-up appears to periodically extend to the 
toe of bluff, it was determined that the values obtained appear to be consistent with observations. 
Therefore, a typical design run-up elevation utilizing the higher of Situations 1 and 2 (12.23’ NAVD88) will 
be used to evaluate the impacts of run-up on and from the proposed structures while the extreme run-up 
level of 16.91 feet NAVD88 will be used to evaluate possible extreme events that could affect the proposed 
improvements at Dan Blocker Beach - West. 
 
Wave Forces 
Upon evaluation of the identified water levels and run-up elevations for the site with respect to the proposed 
improvements, it was determined that although the proposed structures are all above the design water 
level, wave run-up will extend past the proposed concrete, beach access ramp.  Since the ramp is above 
the design water level, direct forces from wave transmission and breaking will not affect the structure.  
However, the surging run-up that extends past the structure will exert a force on the structure.  The force 
exerted is related to the height of the surge (Hw) at the structure.  As indicated in the CEM, Camfield (1991) 
approximated the force of the surge per unit horizontal width of vertical was based on work performed by 
Cross (1967) to be  
 

Fsurge ≈ 4.5ρg(Hw)2 
 
where ρ is the density of the water and g is gravity. Since the ramp structure is pile supported, the force 
of the surge will act on the piles to the full height of the surge and will act only on the thickness or height of 
the deck (2’-2”) between the piles.  Therefore, two design forces will be calculated, the force on the piles 
and the force on the walkway or ramp structure between the piles.  The force on the piles will be 
determined by identifying the pile with the greatest vertical exposure below the extreme runup height of 
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16.91 feet NAVD88 which will provide the worst case (highest) scenario for the surge force on the piles.  
Inspection of the design with respect to the recessed beach profile from the 2005 LA County Beach Profiles 
reveals that the lowest toe elevation for the piles exposed to the full run-up height is approximately 11 feet 
NAVD88 which results in a surge height of 5.91 feet.  Utilizing Camfield’s formula results in a force of 
10,055 lbf/ft across the width of the 30” diameter concrete piers (30 kips total per pile).  For the walkway 
structure between the piles, the surge force will be computed for the locations where the surge acts on the 
full height (thickness) of the deck (2’-2”) which will provide the worst case loading on the walkway.  This 
results in a force of 1,351 lbf/ft along the walkway.  See Table 4 below for a summary of the wave forces of 
the structure. 
 

Table 4:  Wave Surge Forces on Access Ramp Structure 
Structural Element Force (lbf/ft) 
Pile 10,055 
Walkway or Ramp 1351 

 
Long-Term Erosion 
Long-term beach and bluff erosion can have a dramatic effect on structures built along the bluff top and 
beach. Unlike beach recession, bluff erosion has the added problem of not recovering during periods of low 
energy due to the overall loss of material. Due to the relatively unconsolidated material that forms the bluff 
along Dan Blocker Beach, bluff erosion is a concern. See Photographs 1 and 2 for a depiction of the bluff 
that shows undermining of the toe of the bluff and recent slumps that appear to be the result of wave 
attack. Mr. Schumaker indicated that Caltrans had historically used Dan Blocker Beach as a disposal site 
for landslide material deposited on the PCH between Kanan Road and Malibu Pier. The fill material placed 
by Caltrans was said to have been deposited at the edge of the bluff and would slump down onto the 
beach, which may explain the looseness of the bluff material present at the site. The deposition of material 
likely either slowed the erosion of the bluff or resulted in its extension seaward. Mr. Schumaker recalled 
that the last time he was aware that material was deposited at the Dan Blocker site was in 1995. See the 
Aerial Photograph Archive Review section that follows for further discourse regarding the deposition of 
landslide material and bluff erosion at the site. 
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Photograph 1:  Undermining along toe of bluff at Dan Blocker Beach (April 2012). 

 
 

Photograph 2:  Recent slump of along toe of bluff at Dan Blocker Beach (April 2012). 

 

Recent slump along toe of bluff 

Undermined area 
along toe of bluff 
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The condominium complex adjoining the site to the east is supported by piles, protected by a seawall and 
extends well beyond the current bluff-line, which was not likely the case when the condominiums were 
constructed according to the historical aerials reviewed. See the discussion of the historical aerials for 
additional information. These observations suggest that this shoreline has eroded landward. See 
Photograph 3 which shows how the condominium extends beyond the existing bluff. Also shown in 
Photographs 3 and 4, is the presence of a wider beach along the toe of the bluff of the Dan Blocker site 
immediately adjoining the condominium complex. This portion of the beach is wider than that along the 
remainder of the portion of Dan Blocker beach west of the condominiums. The wider beach area indicates 
that the condominium complex appears to be affecting sediment transport along the shoreline and appears 
to be trapping sand on the up-drift side of the structure (the easterly end of the Dan Blocker Beach project 
site.. The amount of sand present in this area will vary, dependent upon numerous factors, including 
seasonal beach recession, recent storm intensity, and the availability of sand to be transported by littoral 
drift. 
 

Photograph 3:  Looking easterly towards the Dan Blocker Beach site with condominiums beyond. 

 
 

Wider beach 
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Photograph 4:  Looking easterly across the Dan Blocker Beach site with condominiums beyond. 

 

Aerial Photograph Archive Review 
Due to the identified risk of ongoing bluff erosion at the Dan Blocker Beach site, historical aerial archives 
were reviewed to determine whether any historical trends for bluff erosion could be identified. Aerials were 
reviewed from the Air Photo Archives at the UCLA Department of Geography and from the Fairchild Aerial 
Photograph Collection at Whittier College. The aerials reviewed are dated from 1929 to 1959. Photographs 
5 and 6 are from 1928/1929 and 1935, respectively. These two aerials depict the shoreline in the project 
area as it existed prior to the expansion of the Pacific Coast Highway from two lanes to four lanes. The Dan 
Blocker Beach – West project site was identified on the aerials to be just west of the first major rock 
outcropping along the shoreline to the west of the intersection of Corral Canyon Road and PCH and is 
indicated by a white arrow on the aerials. As shown in these early aerial photographs, the project site was 
very much different than it exists today. The PCH extended along the toe of the hills adjacent to a wider 
beach than that observed in the photographs taken after the widening of the PCH. Although the exact 
historical elevation of the site could not be verified during this aerial archive review, PCH appears to extend 
along the top of the beach in the 1929 and 1935 without a bluff between it and the beach.  
  

Wider beach 
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Photograph 5:  1928/1929 aerial depicting project site prior to PCH expansion. 

 
(Fairchild Collection, Whittier College, C-300, J:16, 1928-1929) 
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Photograph 6:  1935 aerial depicting the project site prior to PCH expansion. 

 
(Fairchild Collection, Whittier College, C-3814, 27, 12/22/1935) 
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The 1944 aerial photograph appears to depict the shoreline at the project site during the reconstruction of 
the PCH which is apparent due to the significant realignment of the roadway away from the shoreline to the 
west of the site near Latigo Shore. See Photograph 7. The roadway at the project site appears to have 
been widened and raised. This was identified in the 1944 aerial by what appears to be a cut slope 
extending into the hillside above the roadway and a fill slope on the ocean side of the PCH that extends to 
the beach. Construction activities had further modified the project site when the 1949 aerial was taken as 
shown in Photograph 8. A significant amount of fill is observed to have been placed shoreward of the 
highway at the project site, creating a wider bluff top between the highway and the beach. This work 
pushed the edge of bluff towards the ocean and narrowed the beach at the site. The 1959 aerial provided in 
Photograph 9 also shows the presence of the wider bluff between the PCH and the beach. 

By comparing the current location of the edge of the bluff at the proposed project site with that observed in 
the 1949 and 1959 aerials, significant bluff erosion was identified. In order to attempt to quantify the amount 
of erosion that has occurred, the width of the bluff was measured in the 1949 aerial using the southern 
edge of PCH as a reference point. The 1959 aerial was not used as a dimensional reference since it is an 
oblique photograph. The bluff width from 1949 was then compared to the bluff width measured using the 
topographic surveys prepared for this project which were conducted in January 2004 and March 2012. 
Since the bluff width in 1949 was measured at approximately 133 feet and the current width was found to 
average approximately 75 feet, there appears to have been up to 58 feet of bluff erosion over the 63 year 
period. Thus, an average rate of bluff erosion of just less than one foot per year appears to have occurred. 
This average rate does not represent an annual rate of erosion, which is dependent upon seasonal storm 
and wave events and can result in varying amounts of bluff erosion on an annual basis. The average rate 
represents the amount of bluff erosion that could be expected over an extended period of time given similar 
weather and shoreline conditions that existed during the period of time the erosion was measured.  

To evaluate the effect of this identified historical erosion on the proposed project site, the history of this 
shoreline and the mechanics of bluff erosion were considered. One item that needs to be understood is the 
effect of the fill placed at the project site after the expansion of the PCH that extended the edge of the bluff 
seaward. The widening of the bluff through the placement of fill moved the toe of the bluff seaward onto the 
beach to a lower elevation and increased the wave exposure and potential for bluff erosion. As previously 
discussed, this shoreline was used by Caltrans as a disposal site for landslide materials. The input of this 
material into the littoral drift (materials transported along the shoreline by wave action and currents) would 
have the effect of reducing the potential erosion in the area. The observation that bluff erosion continued in 
spite of the placement of the landslide material demonstrates the instability of the bluff after being extended 
seaward. Since deposition of the landslide material has been discontinued, concern for an increase in the 
potential for erosion was identified. However, as the extended bluff eroded and receded, the elevation of 
the toe of the bluff likely increased and the width of the beach also increased. These changes would result 
in an overall decrease in the potential for bluff erosion, but does not account for seasonal variations in 
storm and wave events nor does it account for future sea level rise. Assuming that the increased potential 
for erosion from the discontinued deposition of landslide material and continued sea level rise is offset by 
the decreased potential for erosion due to a wider beach and an increased toe of bluff elevation, the 
potential for continued bluff erosion at a rate similar to the one foot per year observed between 1949 and 
2012 appears to be a reasonable assumption provided that the erosive nature of the soils comprising the 
bluff remain relatively constant. 
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Photograph 7:  1944 aerial depicting the project site during PCH expansion. 

 
(Fairchild Collection, Whittier College, C-8666, 3:22, 1/8/1944) 

SITE 



Photograph 8: 1949 aerial depicting the project site after PCH expansion and fill created a wider 
bluff between PCH and the beach. 

(Fairchild Collection, Whittier College, C-13775, J:19, 5/22/1949) 
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Photograph 9:  1959 aerial depicting the project site after PCH expansion and after seaward bluff 
extension. 

 
(Air Photo Archives, UCLA Dept. of Geology,E-17179,2/24/1959) 

 
In order to further validate the estimated average erosion rate of one foot per year, a comparison of the 
location of the top of bluff between the 2004 and 2012 topographic surveys was performed.  See Figure 5 
for the location of the 2004 and existing top of bluff lines.  Evaluation of the two bluff lines revealed varying 
levels of bluff erosion across the site with isolated locations were the appeared to have accreted (extended 
seaward).  Variation in the amount of erosion is to be expected along a given shoreline particularly 
considering the varying site conditions (varying amounts of rock along beach, inconsistent bluff fill material, 
etc.) that exist at this site.  However, inspection of the survey data at the locations that showed accretion 
revealed large gaps between survey points (and resulting triangulation of the surface) in these areas which 
appear to have resulted in an inaccurate representation of the top of bluff.  Inspection of the bluff lines in 
areas where survey points are more closely aligned reveal that the bluff has eroded from 0 up to as much 
as 7 feet along some areas of the site.  This indicates a bluff erosion rate of just less than one foot per year 
in some areas.  Since these findings are consistent with the findings from the review of historical aerials, a 
bluff erosion rate of one foot per year has been determined to be an appropriate value for the site. 
 

SITE 
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Tsunami Inundation 
A tsunami is a wave, or series of waves, generated by an earthquake, landslide, volcanic eruption or even 
a large meteor hitting the ocean.  Tsunamis occur when a significant mound or depression of water at the 
ocean surface creates a wave that moves away from the mound or depression in all directions.  Tsunamis 
can travel at about 500 miles per hour.  As the wave approaches land and the ocean shallows, the wave 
slows down to about 30 miles per hour and grows significantly in height (amplitude)5.  Due to the length of 
tsunami waves, they do not resemble large breaking waves but actually resemble a large flood or surge. 

In order to evaluate the potential impacts to the proposed improvements at Dan Blocker Beach – West, the 
Tsunami Inundation map for the area was obtained and reviewed.  See Appendix E for the Tsunami 
Inundation Map for Dan Blocker Beach and the surrounding area.  Review of the map indicates that the 
predicted tsunami inundation at the site would not extend across PCH but would terminate at the bluff along 
the site.  Therefore, the affects of the tsunami are not expected to affect the upland improvements set back 
from the bluff.  Inundation of the concrete ramp extending onto the beach should be anticipated which could 
result in localized scour around the structure as the tsunami rushes up the beach and recedes.  Since the 
ramp structure design indicates that the concrete piers will be founded in bedrock, no structural damage is 
anticipated but replenishment of the scoured areas may be necessary to re-establish safe public access to 
the beach.  Since the tsunami inundation is anticipated to extend to the bluff, saturation of the existing, 
unconsolidated bluff material could result in increased bluff erosion as a result of localized slumps or even 
more extensive landslides along the bluff.  This could result in material being deposited on the ramp which 
will require removal and could impact the upland improvements along the bluff including the view areas.  
 
Discussion 
In order to evaluate the effect of the design run-up and the potential for bluff erosion on the proposed Dan 
Blocker Beach improvements, a plan view and sections were prepared. See Figures 5 and 6. As shown on 
these drawings, the predicted wave run-up extends to the toe of bluff along the proposed location for the 
improvements, exposing the bluff to erosion. Since the design survey does not depict a completely 
recessed profile, an even greater portion of the bluff would be exposed to wave attack and erosion as 
observed by Mr. Schumaker and illustrated by the LA County beach profile which depicts a more recessed 
profile. Mr. Schumaker also indicated that beach maintenance equipment cannot access this portion of 
shoreline due to the narrowness of the beaches and lack of access down the bluffs to the east and west of 
the site. This presents critical issues with respect to the maintenance of the proposed improvements which 
should be considered during their design. A brief discussion of the issues related to the planned 
improvements and public safety is provided below.  
 

1. Parking Lot & Associated Bluff-Top Improvements  
The bluff top improvements should be setback away from the edge of the bluff to extend their 
useful life. The amount of setback needed can be estimated using the average rate of bluff erosion 
for the shoreline of 1 foot per year. For example, a 10 year design life would require the 
improvements to be set back at least 10 feet depending on the improvement type.  Foundations 
that require lateral support from surrounding soils will require an additional setback to 
accommodate the load path of the foundations.  See Figure 5 for a depiction of a 10 foot setback.  
Since the erosion of the bluff is inconsistent (varies from year to year and also varies along the 
bluff), it is recommended that the setback be measured from the location along the bluff that 
currently has the most erosion and least setback distance. Since the current bluff erosion rate can 
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only be estimated, it is recommended that the bluff erosion be monitored. This will allow the actual 
rate of erosion and the potential effects on the improvements to be tracked. If increased rates of 
erosion are identified, protective measures may be needed to reduce the erosion rate and maintain 
the integrity of the improvements and public safety.  The protective measures could include 
armoring the toe of the bluff and bluff face with riprap.  Since such a structure would result in 
impacts to the beach and bluff, permitting may be difficult and will require mitigation.  Therefore, 
the feasibility of permitting protective measures should be evaluated through discussions with the 
permitting agencies prior to incorporating such measures into the planning (design life) of the 
improvements.  Due to the ongoing bluff erosion and if protective measures are not feasible, the 
design life of the improvements will be limited by the existing width of the site which is constrained 
by the PCH. 
 
2. Concrete Beach Access Ramp 
As currently shown on the plans, the beach access ramp will be founded in an area of active wave 
run-up and along a bluff that appears to be actively eroding. This creates a challenging design 
situation due to the exposure of the structure’s foundations to erosion and the potential for the 
beach profile elevation to fluctuate seasonally. In order to increase the design life of the proposed 
ramp, the following modifications should be considered. It is recommended that the ramp be 
constructed on deep foundations (piles or caissons) in order to withstand the varying sand levels 
that will exist on the beach due to beach recession and to accommodate the loss of soils 
surrounding the foundations due to the potential for continued erosion.  If possible the deep 
foundations should be extended into the underlying bedrock (as illustrated on the current design 
plans) in order to prevent localized scour that could reach depths of five (5) feet, from affecting the 
stability of the structure.   

In order to prevent fluctuations in the beach profile elevation at the bottom of the ramp from 
causing the termination of the ramp to be above beach level, the ramp should be extended 
downward into the existing beach.  It is recommended that one additional ramp segment and 
landing be added to the structure which will extend the ramp almost 2.5 feet deeper into the beach.  
Since the more recessed LA County Beach Profile indicates a one (1) foot lower beach profile than 
the design survey, the extension will provide for an additional 1.5 feet of recession before 
renourishment of the beach or other measures would be necessary to reconnect the lower 
segment of the ramp to the beach.  The alignment of the extension should be designed to parallel 
the beach contours or extend up the beach so that the embedment is not decreased by extending it 
down the beach profile.  See Figure 5 for one alternative alignment that is aligned parallel to the 
beach contours. 

Since the concrete access ramp is within the typical and extreme wave run-up area (see Figure 5), 
it will impede run-up propagation and has the potential to affect shoreline processes, including 
sediment transport and bluff erosion.  Although sediment transport at the site will change directions 
depending upon the direction from which waves approach the beach, the orientation of the 
shoreline and predominant direction of wave approach (particularly large waves from the west and 
northwest) results in predominant sediment transport being to the east at the subject site.  The 
presence of the structure within the run-up zone will typically impede sediment transport rates 
resulting in a build-up of material on the updrift side of the structure and loss of material on the 
downdrift side of the structure.  Since the structure is to be pile supported, it would impede, but not 
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block, transport across the site.  However, inspection of the site and surrounding shoreline reveals 
that the condominium complex to the east of the project site extends further into beach profile and 
results in a more significant barrier to sediment transport since it is surrounded by concrete walls 
which prohibit transport beneath the pile supported complex.  This determination was validated by 
review of more recent aerial photographs (compliments of Google Earth) that show accretion 
(build-up) of material on the updrift (west) side of the complex and erosion (narrower shoreline) on 
the downdrift (east) side of the complex.  Inspection of the design water elevation line on the site 
survey for the project (see Figure 5) also supports this determination since the line depicts a much 
wider beach near the complex and the beach decreases in width as it extends to the west away 
from the complex.  Further inspection of the beach width updrift of the complex reveals that the 
proposed ramp structure is in the shadow of the condominium complex’s affect (wider beach) on 
the beach profile.  Therefore, the ramp structure is not anticipated to have a significant effect on 
sediment transport processes along the shoreline. 

Since the ramp structure is above the design water elevation which represents an extreme water 
level for the site, the structure will not be subject to direct wave action since it is located in the 
wave uprush zone.  Therefore, the structure is not anticipated to result in significant wave refraction 
or deflection that could direct increased wave energy towards the adjoining shorelines.  However, 
the structure will impede wave uprush which will reduce the potential for bluff erosion behind it.  
This could result in differential bluff erosion rates across the site which should be monitored 
throughout the life of the facility. 
 
3. Public Safety 
Some public safety concerns associated with this site have been identified during this evaluation. It 
is recommended that public safety issues also be evaluated and addressed as a part of the 
planning and design process for this site. Since the bluff consists of loose materials that appear to 
be actively eroding, the edge of the bluff top is unstable resulting in a landslide hazard. Signage 
and access barricades are recommended to warn people of this hazard and restrict access to the 
edge of the bluff top. This also presents a hazard along the toe of the bluff, particularly during 
periods of high tides and run-up or tsunami inundation that could result in bluff instability and 
landslides. Warning signs should also notify people of this hazard. The ability of wave run-up at this 
site to extend to the toe of bluff and past the concrete access ramp presents a risk to those on the 
beach since there would be nowhere to retreat in order to avoid the wave up-rush and the resulting 
rip current as the water rushes back offshore. Users should be cautioned to avoid the beach during 
high tides and large wave events.  
 
4. Maintenance 
According to Wayne Shumaker’s indication that the site cannot be reached by beach maintenance 
vehicles/equipment, maintaining the beach access ramp will be impaired.  If the recommendation 
to extend the ramp beneath the beach surface is incorporated into the design, the frequency that 
equipment is needed to renourish the area around the ramp will be reduced.  However, the means 
of filling scour pits around the structure including the ramp extension after significant run-up or 
tsunami events will need to be coordinated with Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and 
Harbors maintenance staff.  
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Figure 5 - Site Plan & Figure 6 – Sections 
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California State Lands 
Coastal Project Review Plan for Malibu 
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COASTAL PROJECT REVIEW PLAN 

FOR MALIBU 

 

In order for California State Lands Commission staff to analyze your coastal development 
project, we will need the following: 
 

1. Brief project description including existing square footage and proposed square footage. 
 

2. One legible, full-size copy* of a plot plan, (not reduced copy) depicting the existing and 
proposed improvements with a stringline showing the most seaward extent of the 
structures on either side.  The plan will show distances from property boundaries and 
monuments to existing structures, and ground contours with no less than two-foot 
contour intervals down to and including the mean high tide line (MHTL) elevation.  The 
MHTL will be field-located to a vertical accuracy of +/- 0.1 foot; field shots used to 
generate the MHTL will be shown on the plot plan.  All elevations and contour lines will 
be referenced to one of the following datums: National Geodetic Vertical Datum – 1929 
(NGVD29), or the North American Vertical Datum 1988 (NAVD88).  All MHTL’s should 
be labeled with the survey date, datum and MHTL elevation.  If possible, relate the 
MHTL to NAD83 California coordinates, identifying the control used and the coordinate 
epoch date.  All plot plans should include the name of the Professional Land Surveyor or 
Survey Company responsible for the MHTL survey. 

 

Surveys displayed on the plot plan performed prior to 04/21/2003 should use the 1960 -
1978 tidal epoch data for Santa Monica (Published Bench Mark Sheet 9410840).  The 
MHTL elevation at Santa Monica based on NGVD29, 1960 -1978 tidal epoch, is 1.96 
feet.  

The MHTL elevation for surveys in the Malibu area based on the 1983-2001 tidal epoch 
is 2.06 feet NGVD29, or 4.49 feet NAVD88. 

Information on benchmarks in the Malibu area can be found at  

www.co-ops.nos.noaa.gov/benchmarks/9410840.  Page 7 of the Published Benchmark 
Sheet for Station 941084 gives the web site for the Benchmark elevations relative to 
NAVD88 and NGVD29.  Survey questions can be directed to Steve Lehman, 
Supervising Boundary Determination Officer at (916) 574-1832. 

Projects proposing construction along the seaward edge of the site must include a MHTL 
survey that was performed no more than 6 months prior to the date the request is 
submitted to the CSLC. 
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3. Current (with date and time) ground level photography depicting the project site and 
adjacent properties in relation to the shoreline.  In addition, we require a duplicate set of 
photographs of the project site, marked to indicate the approximate location of the 
proposed development. 

 

4. Include all surveys, plot plans and photos on CD in PDF format and AutoCAD, if 
available. 

 

5. If available, submit the following items to assist staff in a determination of State interest: 
 

 Ground photos showing the site and structure at various times of the year. 
 

 Survey data and/or mapping of water lines over a period of years both prior and 
subsequent to known artificial changes such as groins, piers, or seawalls. This 
data may be available through the local public works department. 

 

Please submit the above in hard copy and, if available, in digital format to: 

California State Lands Commission 

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

Attn: Drew Simpkin    

          Email address: drew.simpkin@slc.ca.gov  

 

You should be aware that the above information will enable staff to make a preliminary 
determination only.  Additional information may be requested to complete the initial review 
process. 

Please contact Drew Simpkin, Public Land Management Specialist at (916) 574-2275, if you 
have further questions. 

 

*IF AN APPLICATION HAS NOT BEEN FILED WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL 

COMMISSION, SUBMIT TWO FULL SIZE COPIES. 
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Appendix C 
 

Santa Monica (9410840) Bench Mark Sheet  
&  

COOPS/NGS Elevation Data Graphic 
  



                          U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
                National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
                            National Ocean Service 
Datums Page                                                        Page  1 of  6 
 
                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
To reach the tidal bench marks from the Interstate Highway 10 (Santa Monica 
Freeway) exit on Interstate 40S (San Diego Freeway), proceed west on Santa 
Monica Freeway to the Lincoln Avenue (U.S. Highway 1) exit, turn right and go NW 
on Lincoln Avenue two blocks to Colorado Avenue, turn left on Colorado Avenue 
and go SW until Colorado Avenue dead ends at Santa Monica Municipal Pier.  The 
bench marks are near Colorado Avenue and in Palisades Park along Ocean 
Boulevard.  The tide gauge and staff are on the offshore end of the pier. 
 
 
                         T I D A L   B E N C H   M A R K S 
 
 
                 PRIMARY BENCH MARK STAMPING:  TIDAL BM 12 1974 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      929 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW6840 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Curb 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the south curb of the westbound access road to U.S. 
Highway 1, 79 feet (24 m) NW of the centerline of the Colorado Avenue overpass, 
13 feet (4 m) SW of the centerline of the access road, 0.7 foot (0.2 m) north of 
the south end of a concrete guardrail, and 0.6 foot (0.2 m) above street level. 
 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  3 1940 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      924 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW1586 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Curb 
 
 
The primary bench mark is set in the NW curb on the west end of the Colorado 
Avenue bridge, SW of Ocean Avenue where the bridge connects with Santa Monica 
Municipal Pier, 632 feet (193 m) SW of the centerline of Ocean Avenue, and 9.5 
feet (2.9 m) east of the west end of the bridge. 
 

Page 1 of 6Published Bench Mark Sheet for 9410840 SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN CALIF...

6/5/2012http://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/benchmarks/benchmarks_old/9410840.html



                          U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
                National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
                            National Ocean Service 
                                                                   Page  2 of  6 
 
                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
                         T I D A L   B E N C H   M A R K S 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  2 1936 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      925 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW1597 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Buttress 
 
 
The bench mark is set vertically in the west face of the east buttress at the 
north side of the east entrance to the highway tunnel leading under the 
intersection of Colorado and Ocean Avenues, at the SE corner of the intersection 
of Colorado and Ocean Avenues, directly across the street from the extended 
Colorado Avenue bridge leading to the municipal pier, and 1.0 foot (0.3 m) above 
the sidewalk level of Colorado Avenue. 
 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  4 1940 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      927 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW1591 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Curb 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the SW curb of Appian Way at the beginning of the curve 
on Appian Way, near the point where Appian Way passes under the Colorado Avenue 
bridge, 68.5 feet (20.9 m) NW of the centerline of the Colorado Avenue bridge, 
and 12.7 feet (3.9 m) SW of the centerline of Appian Way. 
 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  5 1941 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      928 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW1593 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Concrete Wall 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the SW concrete wall around a flower bed on the NW side 
of the SW entrance of Santa Monica City Hall, 23.0 feet (7.0 m) west of the 
center of the entrance driveway at Santa Monica City Hall, 8.3 feet (2.5 m) NW 
of the SE end of the wall around the flower bed, and 2.5 feet (0.8 m) above the 
sidewalk. 
 

Page 2 of 6Published Bench Mark Sheet for 9410840 SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN CALIF...

6/5/2012http://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/benchmarks/benchmarks_old/9410840.html
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                            National Ocean Service 
                                                                   Page  3 of  6 
 
                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
                         T I D A L   B E N C H   M A R K S 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  0840 L 1977 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      932 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW6838 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Copper-clad Steel Rod 
 
 
The bench mark is set in Palisades Park, 135 feet (41 m) west of the centerline 
of Ocean Avenue, 99.5 feet (30.3 m) SW of light standard #1530, 17.3 feet (5.3 
m) east of a fence at the edge of a bluff, and 2.5 feet (0.8 m) ENE of a metal 
witness post.  The bench mark is crimped to a copper-clad steel rod driven 23 
feet (7 m), and encased in a 4-inch PVC pipe. 
 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  0840 M 1977 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      933 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW6836 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Copper-clad Steel Rod 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the park, 85 feet (26 m) west of the centerline of 
Ocean Avenue, 43.3 feet (13.2 m) south of light standard #1402, 26.7 feet (8.1 
m) east of the Will Rogers Highway monument, and 1.0 foot (0.3 m) west of a 
metal witness post. The bench mark is crimped to a copper-clad steel rod driven 
48 feet   (15 m), and encased in a 4-inch PVC pipe extending 0.3 foot (0.1 m) 
above the mark. 
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                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
                         T I D A L   B E N C H   M A R K S 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  SAWTELLE A11A 1936 RE 2177 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      934 
AGENCY:                                                            PID#:  EW1580 
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Concrete Monument 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the top of a concrete monument set flush in the 
pavement of a small walkway in the park near the intersection of Ocean and 
Arizona Avenues, 127.4 feet (38.8 m) SE of the extended centerline of Arizona 
Avenue, 46.4 feet (14.1 m) SW of the SW curb of Ocean Avenue, and 44.5 feet 
(13.6 m) SW of light pole #1814, and 3.7 feet (1.1 m) SW of the NE edge of the 
walkway. 
 
 
 
                         BENCH MARK STAMPING:  0840 N 1990 
 
MONUMENTATION:           Survey Disk                               VM#:      935 
AGENCY:                                                            PID:          
SETTING CLASSIFICATION:  Concrete Slab 
 
 
The bench mark is set in the NE corner of a 7 x 6-foot (2 x 2 m) concrete slab 
that supports a cannon in the park, about 200 feet (61 m) NW of the centerline 
of the Colorado Avenue bridge, 42 feet (13 m) SE of a drinking fountain, 39 feet 
(12 m) NE of a concrete fence that lines the edge of the park, 0.5 foot (0.2 m) 
NE of the NE edge of the cannon, and 2 feet (1 m) above ground level. 
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                            National Ocean Service 
                                                                   Page  5 of  6 
 
                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
                            T I D A L   D A T U M S  
 
 
Tidal datums at SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN based on: 
 
     LENGTH OF SERIES:      14 YEARS 
     TIME PERIOD:           1976-1989 
     TIDAL EPOCH:           1960-1978 
     CONTROL TIDE STATION:  9410660 LOS ANGELES 
 
 
Elevations of tidal datums referred to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW), in FEET: 
 
     HIGHEST OBSERVED WATER LEVEL (11/30/1982)         =   8.63 
     MEAN HIGHER HIGH WATER                     MHHW   =   5.49 
     MEAN HIGH WATER                            MHW    =   4.73 
     MEAN TIDE LEVEL                            MTL    =   2.84 
   * NATIONAL GEODETIC VERTICAL DATUM           NGVD29 =   2.77 
     MEAN LOW WATER                             MLW    =   0.95 
     MEAN LOWER LOW WATER                       MLLW   =   0.00 
     LOWEST  OBSERVED WATER LEVEL (12/17/1933)         =  -2.70 
 
   * NGVD reference based on elevations published in Quad L24301, 1980, and NOS 
     leveling of 1990.  
North American Vertical Datum (NAVD88) 
 
Bench Mark Elevation Information                In FEET above: 
 
     Stamping or Designation                    MLLW        MHW 
 
     TIDAL BM 12 1974                           47.11     42.38 
     3 1940                                     25.69     20.96 
     2 1936                                     61.50     56.77 
     4 1940                                     28.35     23.62 
     5 1941                                     66.84     62.11 
     0840 L 1977                                62.67     57.94 
     0840 M 1977                                72.99     68.26 
     SAWTELLE A11A 1936 RE 2177                 80.40     75.67 
     0840 N 1990                                62.81     58.08 
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                                                   PUBLICATION DATE:  07/24/1991 
Station ID: 9410840                                SUPERCEDED DATE:   04/21/2003 
Name:       SANTA MONICA, PACIFIC OCEAN                        
            CALIFORNIA 
NOAA Chart: 18744                                  Latitude:         34°  0.5' N 
USGS Quad:  TOPANGA                                Longitude:       118° 30.0' W 
 
 
                             D E F I N I T I O N S 
 
 
Mean Sea Level (MSL) is a tidal datum determined over a 19-year National Tidal 
Datum Epoch.  It pertains to local mean sea level and should not be confused 
with the fixed datums of North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88). 
 
NAVD88 is a fixed datum derived from a simultaneous, least squares, minimum 
constraint adjustment of Canadian/Mexican/United States leveling observations. 
Local mean sea level observed at Father Point/Rimouski, Canada was held fixed as 
the single initial constraint.  NAVD88 replaces NGVD29 as the national 
standard geodetic reference for heights.  Bench mark elevations relative to 
NAVD88 are available from NGS through the World Wide Web at  
National Geodetic Survey. 
 
NGVD29 is a fixed datum adopted as a national standard geodetic reference for 
heights but is now considered superseded.  NGVD29 is sometimes referred to as 
Sea Level Datum of 1929 or as Mean Sea Level on some early issues of Geological 
Survey Topographic Quads.  NGVD29 was originally derived from a general 
adjustment of the first-order leveling networks of the U.S. and Canada after 
holding mean sea level observed at 26 long term tide stations as fixed. 
Numerous local and wide-spread adjustments have been made since establishment in 
1929.  Bench mark elevations relative to NGVD29 are available from the National 
Geodetic Survey (NGS) data base via the World Wide Web at  
National Geodetic Survey. 
 
NAVD88 and NGVD29 are fixed geodetic datums whose elevation relationships to 
local MSL and other tidal datums may not be consistent from one location to 
another. 
 
The Vertical Mark Number (VM#) and PID# shown on the bench mark sheet are unique 
identifiers for bench marks in the tidal and geodetic databases, respectively. 
Each bench mark in either database has a single, unique VM# and/or PID# assigned. 
Where both VM# and PID# are indicated, both tidal and geodetic elevations are 
available for the bench mark listed. 
 
The NAVD88 elevation is shown on the Elevations of Tidal Datums Table Referred 
to MLLW only when two or more of the bench marks listed have NAVD88 elevations. 
The NAVD88 elevation relationship shown in the table is derived from an average 
of several bench mark elevations relative to tide station datum.  As a result of 
this averaging, NAVD88 bench mark elevations computed indirectly from the tidal 
datums elevation table may differ slightly from NAVD88 elevations listed for 
each bench mark in the NGS database. 
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The NAVD 88 and the NGVD 29 elevations related to MLLW were computed from Bench Mark, 941 0840 TIDAL 12, at the 
station. 

Displayed tidal datums are Mean Higher High Water(MHHW), Mean High Water (MHW), Mean Tide Level(MTL), Mean 
Sea Level (MSL), Mean Low Water(MLW), and Mean Lower Low Water(MLLW) referenced on 1960-1978 Epoch. 

Page 1 of 1COOPS/NGS Elevation Data Graphics

6/5/2012http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/newsys-cgi-bin/ngs_opsd.prl?PID=EW6840&EPOCH=1960-1978
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Tsunami Inundation Map 
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Initial tsunami modeling was performed by the University of Southern California (USC)
Tsunami Research Center funded through the California Emergency Management Agency
(CalEMA) by the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program. The tsunami modeling
process utilized the MOST (Method of Splitting Tsunamis) computational program
(Version 0), which allows for wave evolution over a variable bathymetry and topography
used for the inundation mapping (Titov and Gonzalez, 1997; Titov and Synolakis, 1998).

The bathymetric/topographic data that were used in the tsunami models consist of a
series of nested grids. Near-shore grids with a 3 arc-second (75- to 90-meters)
resolution or higher, were adjusted to “Mean High Water” sea-level conditions,
representing a conservative sea level for the intended use of the tsunami modeling
and mapping.

A suite of tsunami source events was selected for modeling, representing realistic
local and distant earthquakes and hypothetical extreme undersea, near-shore landslides
(Table 1). Local tsunami sources that were considered include offshore reverse-thrust
faults, restraining bends on strike-slip fault zones and large submarine landslides
capable of significant seafloor displacement and tsunami generation. Distant tsunami
sources that were considered include great subduction zone events that are known to
have occurred historically (1960 Chile and 1964 Alaska earthquakes) and others which
can occur around the Pacific Ocean “Ring of Fire.”

In order to enhance the result from the 75- to 90-meter inundation grid data, a method
was developed utilizing higher-resolution digital topographic data (3- to 10-meters
resolution) that better defines the location of the maximum inundation line (U.S.
Geological Survey, 1993; Intermap, 2003; NOAA, 2004). The location of the enhanced
inundation line was determined by using digital imagery and terrain data on a GIS
platform with consideration given to historic inundation information (Lander, et al.,
1993). This information was verified, where possible, by field work coordinated with
local county personnel.

The accuracy of the inundation line shown on these maps is subject to limitations in
the accuracy and completeness of available terrain and tsunami source information, and
the current understanding of tsunami generation and propagation phenomena as expressed
in the models. Thus, although an attempt has been made to identify a credible upper
bound to inundation at any location along the coastline, it remains possible that actual
inundation could be greater in a major tsunami event.

This map does not represent inundation from a single scenario event. It was created by
combining inundation results for an ensemble of source events affecting a given region
(Table 1). For this reason, all of the inundation region in a particular area will not likely
be inundated during a single tsunami event.

Tsunami Inundation Line

Tsunami Inundation Area

MAP EXPLANATIONMETHOD OF PREPARATION

PIR
U

AZ
US
A

AC
TO
N

TU
ST
IN

VE
NI
CE

OR
AN
GE

O

AN
AH
EIM

LO
NG
BE
AC
H

SU
NL
AN
D

TO
PA
NG
A

WH
ITT
IE
R

EL
MO
NT
E

BU
RB
AN
K

NE
WH
AL
L

LA
HA
BR
A

MT

FIL
LM
OR
E

VA
N
NU
YS

PA
SA
DE
NA

VA
LY
ER
MO

SA
N
DI
MA
S

VA
L V
ER
DE

TO
RR
AN
CE

GL
EN
DO
RA

MT
W
ILS
ON

MO
OR
PA
RK

CA
MA
RI
LL
O

SA
N
PE
DR
O

CA
LA
BA
SA
S

PR
ING
LE
W
OO
D

SE
AL
BE
AC
H

PO
IN
T D
UM
E

CH
ILA
O
FL
AT

SO
UT
H
GA
TE

HO
LL
YW
OO
D

AG
UA
DU
LC
E

YO
RB
AL
IN
DA

SA
NT
A P
AU
LA

LO
S A
NG
EL
ES

MI
NT
CA
NY
ON

CA
NO
GA
PA
RK

PO
IN
T M
UG
U

LO
S A
LA
MI
TO
S

TR
IU
NF
O
PA
SS

CR
YS
TA
L L
AK
E

JU
NI
PE
R
HIL
LS

CO
ND
OR
PE
AK

MA
LIB
U
BE
AC
H

BA
LD
W
IN
PA
RK

OA
TM
OU
NT
AIN

BE
VE
RL
Y H
ILL
S

RE
DO
ND
O
BE
AC
H

ME
SC
A

NE
WP
OR
T B
EA
CH

SA
N
FE
RN
AN
DO

NE
WB
UR
Y P
AR
K

WA
TE
RM
AN
MT
N

TH
OU
SA
ND
OA
KS

PA
LM
DA
LE

SIM
I V
AL
LE
Y
EA
ST

SIM
I V
AL
LE
Y
WE
ST

SA
NT
A P
AU
LA
PE
AK

EL
M

PA
CI
FIC
O
MO
UN
TA
IN

BL
AC

LIT
TL
ER
OC
K

MO
UN
T S

RI
TT
ER
RI
DG
E

GR
EE
N
VA
LL
EY

WH
ITA
KE
R
PE
AK

SL
EE
PY
VA
LL
EY

CO
BB
LE
ST
ON
E
MT
N

DE
VI
LS
HE
AR
T P
EA
K

LO
VE
JO
Y B
UT
TE
S

TO
PA
TO
PA
MO
UN
TA
IN
S

WA
RM
SP
RI
NG
SM
OU
NT
AI
N

UN
A B
EA
CH

SA

References:

Intermap Technologies, Inc., 2003, Intermap product handbook and quick start guide:
Intermap NEXTmap document on 5-meter resolution data, 112 p.

Lander, J.F., Lockridge, P.A., and Kozuch, M.J., 1993, Tsunamis Affecting the West Coast
of the United States 1806-1992: National Geophysical Data Center Key to Geophysical
Record Documentation No. 29, NOAA, NESDIS, NGDC, 242 p.

National Atmospheric and Oceanic Administration (NOAA), 2004, Interferometric
Synthetic Aperture Radar (IfSAR) Digital Elevation Models from GeoSAR platform (EarthData):
3-meter resolution data.

Titov, V.V., and Gonzalez, F.I., 1997, Implementation and Testing of the Method of Tsunami
Splitting (MOST): NOAATechnical Memorandum ERL PMEL – 112, 11 p.

Titov, V.V., and Synolakis, C.E., 1998, Numerical modeling of tidal wave runup:
Journal of Waterways, Port, Coastal and Ocean Engineering, ASCE, 124 (4), pp 157-171.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1993, Digital Elevation Models: National Mapping Program,
Technical Instructions, Data Users Guide 5, 48 p.

California Emergency Management Agency
California Geological Survey
University of Southern California

Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning
Malibu Beach Quadrangle

State of California ~ County of Los Angeles
MALIBU BEACH QUADRANGLE

March 1, 2009 This tsunami inundation map was prepared to assist cities and counties in identifying
their tsunami hazard. It is intended for local jurisdictional, coastal evacuation
planning uses only. This map, and the information presented herein, is not a legal
document and does not meet disclosure requirements for real estate transactions
nor for any other regulatory purpose.

The inundation map has been compiled with best currently available scientific
information. The inundation line represents the maximum considered tsunami runup
from a number of extreme, yet realistic, tsunami sources. Tsunamis are rare events;
due to a lack of known occurrences in the historical record, this map includes no
information about the probability of any tsunami affecting any area within a specific
period of time.

Please refer to the following websites for additional information on the construction
and/or intended use of the tsunami inundation map:

State of California Emergency Management Agency, Earthquake and Tsunami Program:
http://www.oes.ca.gov/WebPage/oeswebsite.nsf/Content/B1EC
51BA215931768825741F005E8D80?OpenDocument

University of Southern California – Tsunami Research Center:
http://www.usc.edu/dept/tsunamis/2005/index.php

State of California Geological Survey Tsunami Information:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/index.htm

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency Center for Tsunami Research (MOST model):
http://nctr.pmel.noaa.gov/time/background/models.html

The California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), the University of Southern
California (USC), and the California Geological Survey (CGS) make no representation
or warranties regarding the accuracy of this inundation map nor the data from which
the map was derived. Neither the State of California nor USC shall be liable under any
circumstances for any direct, indirect, special, incidental or consequential damages
with respect to any claim by any user or any third party on account of or arising from
the use of this map.

Topographic base maps prepared by U.S. Geological Survey as part of the 7.5-minute
Quadrangle Map Series (originally 1:24,000 scale). Tsunami inundation line
boundaries may reflect updated digital orthophotographic and topographic data that
can differ significantly from contours shown on the base map.

PURPOSE OF THIS MAP

MAP BASE

DISCLAIMER

Table 1: Tsunami sources modeled for the Los Angeles County coastline.

Areas of Inundation Map Coverage
and Sources UsedSources (M = moment magnitude used in modeled

event) Malibu Santa
Monica

Los
Angeles
Harbor

Anacapa-Dume Fault X X
Catalina Fault X X X
Channel Island Thrust Fault X
Newport-Inglewood Fault X
Santa Monica Fault X X
Palos Verdes Landslide #1 X X

Local
Sources

Palos Verdes Landslide #2 X
Cascadia Subduction Zone #2 (M9.2) X X
Central Aleutians Subduction Zone#1 (M8.9) X X
Central Aleutians Subduction Zone#2 (M8.9) X X
Central Aleutians Subduction Zone#3 (M9.2) X X X
Chile North Subduction Zone (M9.4) X X X
1960 Chile Earthquake (M9.3) X X
1964 Alaska Earthquake (M9.2) X X X
Japan Subduction Zone #2 (M8.8) X X
Kuril Islands Subduction Zone #2 (M8.8) X X
Kuril Islands Subduction Zone #3 (M8.8) X X

Distant
Sources

Kuril Islands Subduction Zone #4 (M8.8) X X



   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix VII. –  
Air Quality Worksheets (2012) 



 



7/9/2012 11:24:46 AM

Page: 1

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\pelletierga\My Documents\Projects\Dan Blocker\URBEMIS\Dan Blocker_revised.urb924

Project Name: Dan Blocker Beach Project

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Annual Emissions Reports (Tons/Year)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4
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Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.31 0.38 3.38 0.00 0.68 0.13 392.50

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.25 0.38 3.10 0.00 0.68 0.13 391.99

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.06 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

2013 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated) 0.18 0.92 0.95 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.03 161.41

Percent Reduction 0.00 11.93 0.00 0.00 46.93 72.23 57.64 46.11 72.33 66.05 0.00

2013 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated) 0.18 1.05 0.95 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.02 0.07 0.09 161.41

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Phase: Demolition 2/1/2013 - 2/28/2013 - Clear and Grub

Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 0

Phase Assumptions

2013 0.18 1.05 0.95 0.00 0.18 0.09 161.410.10 0.08 0.02 0.07

0.02Asphalt 04/01/2013-05/06/2013 0.03 0.19 0.15 0.00 0.01 22.510.00 0.02 0.00 0.01

Paving On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37

Paving Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.44

Paving Off-Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 0.03 0.19 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 17.70

0.05Building 05/07/2013-09/30/2013 0.13 0.67 0.68 0.00 0.05 115.170.00 0.05 0.00 0.04

Building Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.93

Building Vendor Trips 0.01 0.15 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 38.14

Building Off Road Diesel 0.11 0.50 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.04 54.11

0.00Demolition 02/01/2013-
02/28/2013

0.01 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.00 10.340.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.93

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.41

0.11Fine Grading 03/01/2013-
03/31/2013

0.02 0.11 0.07 0.00 0.03 13.390.10 0.01 0.02 0.01

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.98

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 12.41



7/9/2012 11:24:46 AM

Page: 4

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Acres to be Paved: 0.48

Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 5/6/2013 - Default Paving Description

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Pressure Washers (1 hp) operating at a 0.6 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 2 hours per day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

Phase: Fine Grading 3/1/2013 - 3/31/2013 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 0

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 1 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

1 Trenchers (63 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.48

Total Acres Disturbed: 1.92

20 lbs per acre-day

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

Phase: Building Construction 5/7/2013 - 9/30/2013 - Default Building Construction Description

1 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day
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2013 0.18 0.92 0.95 0.00 0.08 0.03 161.410.05 0.02 0.01 0.02

0.00Asphalt 04/01/2013-05/06/2013 0.03 0.16 0.15 0.00 0.00 22.510.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37

Paving Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.44

Paving Off-Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 0.03 0.16 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.70

0.02Building 05/07/2013-09/30/2013 0.13 0.60 0.68 0.00 0.02 115.170.00 0.02 0.00 0.02

Building Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.93

Building Vendor Trips 0.01 0.15 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 38.14

Building Off Road Diesel 0.11 0.43 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 54.11

0.00Demolition 02/01/2013-
02/28/2013

0.01 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.00 10.340.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.93

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Off Road Diesel 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.41

0.05Fine Grading 03/01/2013-
03/31/2013

0.02 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.01 13.390.05 0.00 0.01 0.00

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.98

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 0.02 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.41

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Demolition 2/1/2013 - 2/28/2013 - Clear and Grub

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Trenchers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

For Trenchers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 5/6/2013 - Default Paving Description

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

PM10: 61% PM25: 61%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 3/1/2013 - 3/31/2013 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

NOX: 15%
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The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 5/7/2013 - 9/30/2013 - Default Building Construction Description

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Pumps, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pumps, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%
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PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

Architectural Coatings 0.04

Consumer Products 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscape 0.02 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.06 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Annual Tons Per Year, Unmitigated

Dan Blocker Beach 0.25 0.38 3.10 0.00 0.68 0.13 391.99

TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated) 0.25 0.38 3.10 0.00 0.68 0.13 391.99

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25 CO2

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 7.3 1.4 95.9 2.7

Light Auto 51.3 0.4 99.4 0.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.6 0.0 81.2 18.8

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 10.7 0.9 99.1 0.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 23.1 0.4 99.6 0.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

Dan Blocker Beach 125.00 acres 1.92 240.00 2,153.52

240.00 2,153.52

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT

Analysis Year: 2013  Season: Annual

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Operational Settings:
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% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Dan Blocker Beach 2.0 1.0 97.0

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motor Home 0.9 0.0 88.9 11.1

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motorcycle 2.8 53.6 46.4 0.0

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 22.2 77.8

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

Operational Changes to Defaults
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\pelletierga\My Documents\Projects\Dan Blocker\URBEMIS\Dan Blocker_revised.urb924

Project Name: Dan Blocker Beach Project

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.64 1.99 18.75 0.02 3.73 0.73 2,220.91

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.28 1.97 17.20 0.02 3.72 0.72 2,218.10

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.36 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 2.45 12.57 12.98 0.01 4.98 0.32 5.09 1.04 0.29 1.14 2,193.76

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 2.45 14.71 12.98 0.01 9.60 1.22 10.32 2.01 1.12 2.66 2,193.76

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Time Slice 4/1/2013-5/6/2013 Active 
Days: 26

2.45 14.71 11.86 0.00 1.24 1.13 1,731.390.02 1.22 0.01 1.12

1.24Asphalt 04/01/2013-05/06/2013 2.45 14.71 11.86 0.00 1.13 1,731.390.02 1.22 0.01 1.12

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 28.09

Paving Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.32 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 341.91

Paving Off-Gas 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.32 14.44 9.48 0.00 0.00 1.21 1.21 0.00 1.11 1.11 1,361.39

Time Slice 2/1/2013-2/28/2013 
Active Days: 20

0.99 7.82 4.39 0.00 0.39 0.35 1,034.430.00 0.38 0.00 0.35

0.39Demolition 02/01/2013-
02/28/2013

0.99 7.82 4.39 0.00 0.35 1,034.430.00 0.38 0.00 0.35

Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.25

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Off Road Diesel 0.97 7.79 3.76 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.35 0.35 941.18

Time Slice 3/1/2013-3/29/2013 
Active Days: 21

1.55 10.88 6.40 0.00 10.32 2.66 1,274.869.60 0.71 2.01 0.66

10.32Fine Grading 03/01/2013-
03/31/2013

1.55 10.88 6.40 0.00 2.66 1,274.869.60 0.71 2.01 0.66

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.25

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.60 0.00 9.60 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 1.53 10.85 5.76 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.65 0.65 1,181.61
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Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 5/6/2013 - Default Paving Description

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Trenchers (63 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 1 hours per day

Phase: Demolition 2/1/2013 - 2/28/2013 - Clear and Grub

Off-Road Equipment:

Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 0

Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 0

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.48

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

20 lbs per acre-day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Total Acres Disturbed: 1.92

Phase: Fine Grading 3/1/2013 - 3/31/2013 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

Phase Assumptions

Time Slice 5/7/2013-9/30/2013 
Active Days: 105

2.40 12.67 12.98 0.01 0.98 0.87 2,193.760.05 0.93 0.02 0.85

0.98Building 05/07/2013-09/30/2013 2.40 12.67 12.98 0.01 0.87 2,193.760.05 0.93 0.02 0.85

Building Worker Trips 0.09 0.17 2.96 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 436.74

Building Vendor Trips 0.27 2.92 2.26 0.01 0.03 0.12 0.14 0.01 0.11 0.12 726.40

Building Off Road Diesel 2.05 9.58 7.76 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.74 0.74 1,030.62
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 5/7/2013 - 9/30/2013 - Default Building Construction Description

1 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

Acres to be Paved: 0.48

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pumps (53 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 2 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Plate Compactors (8 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pressure Washers (1 hp) operating at a 0.6 load factor for 8 hours per day
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Time Slice 4/1/2013-5/6/2013 Active 
Days: 26

2.45 12.57 11.86 0.00 0.22 0.19 1,731.390.02 0.20 0.01 0.18

0.22Asphalt 04/01/2013-05/06/2013 2.45 12.57 11.86 0.00 0.19 1,731.390.02 0.20 0.01 0.18

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 28.09

Paving Worker Trips 0.07 0.13 2.32 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 341.91

Paving Off-Gas 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.32 12.29 9.48 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.17 0.17 1,361.39

Time Slice 2/1/2013-2/28/2013 
Active Days: 20

0.99 6.65 4.39 0.00 0.06 0.06 1,034.430.00 0.06 0.00 0.05

0.06Demolition 02/01/2013-
02/28/2013

0.99 6.65 4.39 0.00 0.06 1,034.430.00 0.06 0.00 0.05

Demo On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.25

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demo Off Road Diesel 0.97 6.62 3.76 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.05 0.05 941.18

Time Slice 3/1/2013-3/29/2013 
Active Days: 21

1.55 9.25 6.40 0.00 5.09 1.14 1,274.864.98 0.11 1.04 0.10

5.09Fine Grading 03/01/2013-
03/31/2013

1.55 9.25 6.40 0.00 1.14 1,274.864.98 0.11 1.04 0.10

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.25

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.97 0.00 4.97 1.04 0.00 1.04 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 1.53 9.22 5.76 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.10 0.10 1,181.61
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Time Slice 5/7/2013-9/30/2013 
Active Days: 105

2.40 11.36 12.98 0.01 0.36 0.31 2,193.760.05 0.32 0.02 0.29

0.36Building 05/07/2013-09/30/2013 2.40 11.36 12.98 0.01 0.31 2,193.760.05 0.32 0.02 0.29

Building Worker Trips 0.09 0.17 2.96 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 436.74

Building Vendor Trips 0.27 2.92 2.26 0.01 0.03 0.12 0.14 0.01 0.11 0.12 726.40

Building Off Road Diesel 2.05 8.28 7.76 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.17 0.17 1,030.62

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Demolition 2/1/2013 - 2/28/2013 - Clear and Grub

PM10: 61% PM25: 61%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 3x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 3/1/2013 - 3/31/2013 - Default Fine Site Grading/Excavation Description

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pumps, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Trenchers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 4/1/2013 - 5/6/2013 - Default Paving Description

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Trenchers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
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PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 5/7/2013 - 9/30/2013 - Default Building Construction Description

For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Pumps, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%
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OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Dan Blocker Beach 1.28 1.97 17.20 0.02 3.72 0.72 2,218.10

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.28 1.97 17.20 0.02 3.72 0.72 2,218.10

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25 CO2

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

Architectural Coatings 0.24

Consumer Products 0.00

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.36 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

Analysis Year: 2013  Temperature (F): 80  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Operational Settings:

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 22.2 77.8

Motor Home 0.9 0.0 88.9 11.1

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motorcycle 2.8 53.6 46.4 0.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 7.3 1.4 95.9 2.7

Light Auto 51.3 0.4 99.4 0.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.6 0.0 81.2 18.8

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 10.7 0.9 99.1 0.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 23.1 0.4 99.6 0.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

Dan Blocker Beach 125.00 acres 1.92 240.00 2,153.52

240.00 2,153.52

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT
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% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

Dan Blocker Beach 2.0 1.0 97.0

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Operational Changes to Defaults
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